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FOREWORD 



This interim report summarizes the initial ohase of a study undertaken by the 
Human Resources Research Organization for tlie U.S. Department of Labor. The 
objectives of the full study are to provide detailed analyses and description of WIN team 
and team member functioning, to develop recommendations regarding team staffing, and 
to provide training outlines for the in-service training of b ams. Due to the scope of the 
data collection and analyses required to meet these objectives, work was divided into two 
phases. 

Phase 1, the subject of this interim report, includes the development of instruments 
and collection of data regarding experiential and educaticnal background characteristics 
of team members, job activities performed, and characteristics of team member inter- 
action and style of functioning in making decisions regarding clients. TTiese data were 
collected from a nationwide sample of 51 teams by means of site visits. In addition, data 
regarding team member background characteristics and job activities performed were also 
collected from a separate sample of 71 teams by means of questionnaires distributed to 
the teams by mail. Due to the time period required to allow return of the mail 
questionnaires, these data wiU be considered in the Pliase 2. or final, report. The present 
interim report summarizes the study approach, on-site data collection, and procedures, 
and presents descriptive statistics summarizing the frequency and types of team staffing 
patterns; levels of experience, education, and training; and job activities performed by the 
staffs of 51 WIN teams (on-site data collection). 

The major ana'yses of the data cdlected during Phase 1 will be accomplished in , 

Phase 2, the final phase of this study. Analyses of on-site data, supplemented as 
appropriate by data from the mail questionnaire sample, will explore the rdationships 
between team composition variables, duty performance styles derived from the job 
activities inventory data, style of decision making, and enrollment and termination 
statistics. The objectives of these analyses are to allow the development and comparison 
of a number of alternative modds of team functioning for use in developing the final 
study recommendations regarding team staffing, job position descriptions, and in-service 
team training outlines. Results of these analyses, the recommendations for staffing and 
job position descriptions, and the in-service team training outlines will constitute the 
Phase 2 report. i 

The work described in this report is being performed by HumRRO Division No. 3, 

Monteiey, California, Dr. Howard H. McFann, Director, under sponsorship of the Man- 
power Administration, U.S. Department of Labor (Contract No. 51-49-70-03). Dr. | 

Richard P. Kem is the project director and Dr. John S. Caylor is technical advisor in the 
design of sampling and data analyses. The project staff included Mrs. Annette K. Spi' .aio, 
research assistant, Mr. William H. Burchkhartt, statistical analyst, and Mrs. Donna 
Riccarddli, secretary. Adcfitional staff members from Division No. 3 who sided in data 
coUection were Mr. Robert Hauke and Mr. Gary L. Goettdmann. 

The broad scale of data coUection drew extensively on staff and resources of other 
HumRRO Divisions. Dr. Donald F. Haggard, Director of HumRRO Division No. 2, and 
Dr. WaUace W. Prophet, Director of HumRRO ttvision No. 6, made members of their 
staffs available. Assistance in data coUection was provided by Mr. WiUiam L. Wamick, Mr. 

Ronald E. Kraemer, and Mr. David C. Routenbe^ from Division No. 2, and Mr. Warren 
P. Pauley from Division No. 6. 
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SUMMAST 



BACKGROUND 

The Work Incentive (WIN) Program was established as the result of amendments to 
the Social Security Act that provide employability development services to recipients of 
Aid to Families with Impendent Children (AFDC). In addition to having a broader scope 
of services than were committed to earlier manpower development programs, delivery of 
s e r v ice s in the WIN program focuses on flexible utilization of these services, tailored to 
meet the needs of the individual enrollee. The WIN team concept represents the staffing 
and style of staff functioning that program planners perceived as essential to the 
accomplishment of these objectives. 

Enrollment of AFDC recipients in WIN began in October 1968. By July 1969, 3S 
states were participating, and by July 1970 all but one state had initiated WIN program 
activities. Information obtained during this research indicates that as of July to August 
1970 there were approximately 696 partial or full team staffe in operation throughout 
the 49 participating states, the District of Columbia, and the Trust Territories. 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

The present study was undertaken to provide a detailed, systematic look at team 
and team member functioning in relation to the WIN team concept. The objectives of the 
full study are to analyze WIN team functioning and decision making and to provide 
recommendations for the further development of the WIN team concept including job 
descriptions of team members, entry level knowledge and skill requirements, training 
objective outlines for in-service team training, and potential criteria for use in future 
evaluations of team effectivertess. 

APPROACH 

Due to the scope of the data collection and analyses required meet this study’s 
finiJ objectives, work was divided into two successive phases. 

Phase 1, the subject of this interim report, included the developn.ent of instruments 
and collection of data regarding experiential and educational background characteristics 
of team members, job activities performed, and characteristics of team member inter- 
action and style of functioning in making decisions regarding clients. Data were collected 
from two nationwide samples of WIN teams. One sample involved using both question- 
naire and interview techniqt*es during on-site visits to approximately 50 WIN teams. In 
the second sample, the same questionnaire was sent through the mail to up to 100 teams. 
Phase 1 was concluded with an initial descriptive analysis of team staffing patterns; levels 
of experience, education, and training; and job activities performed by the staffs of the 
WIN teams from whom data were obtained during on-site visits. Similar analyses will be 
carried out with the mail questionnaire data following expiration of the cutoff period for 
returns. The analyses will provide information needed to set up major analyses planned 
for Phase 2. 

The major analyses of the data collected during Phase 1 will be accomplished in 
Phse 2, the final phase of this study. Analyses of on-site data, supplemented as 
appropriate by data from the mail questionnaire sample, will explore the relationships 
between team composition variables, duty performance styles derived from the job 
activities inventory data, style of decision making, and enrollment and termination 



statistics. The objectives of these analyses are to allow the development and comparison 
of a number of alternative modds of team functioning for in developing the final 
study recommendations regarding team staffing, job position descriptions, and in-service 
team training outlines. Results of these analyses, the lecommendalions for staffing and 
job position descriptionc, and the in-service teaun training outlines wUl constitute the 
Phase 2, final study report. 

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT (Phase I of the Overall Study) 

This report describes the team staffing pattens and the experience, education, and 
training backgrounds of the staffis of 51 WIN teams. Current tesun functioning is 
described for these teams in terms of how they proportion their time over the major 
duty areas identified in the Job Activities Inventory de^oped for this study. In addition, 
performance of each of the five bacic team member positions is described in terms of 
how each proportions time over the duties and tasks perfonned. Performance of the 
respondents of each of these basic team member positions in tasks (firectly involved in 
casdoad decision making is identified and disciBsed. 

OFFICE TYPE CATEGORIES 

Prior to sdection of teams for on-site data collection, team locations were dasified 
on the basis of two control factors: number of teams operating at a 9^>en physical 
location, and population-sire characteristics of the surrounding community. Combinations 
of these two control factors resulted in five office-type categories. Approximately 10 
office locations were selected from each category and data were coDected from one team 
at each office location. The five office-type categories are: 

Office Type I: Single-team offices; rurad or small urban community. 

Office Type II: Sir.gle-team offices; smadl SMS A' community. 

Office Type III: ,n^e-team offices; large SMS.A community. 

Office Type IV: Two-to-three-team offices; large SMSA community. 

Office-Type V: Four-or-more-team offices; large SMSA community. 

TEAM STAFFING PATTERNS 

Fifteen staffing patterns are represented among the 51 teams studied; these patterns 
range from a six-job position pattern to a pattern based on two job positions. The basic 
five-position pattern (coach, counselor, job developer, work-training speddist, and 
derical) was the most frequent in occurrence but was found in only 23 (45%) of the 51 
teams. 

Diversity of staffing patterns was greatest among ttiose teams selected from ttie 
sin^e-team, rural or smsdl urban offices (Type I) and the large SMSA offices staffed with 
four or more teams (Type V). The basic five-position pattern was contained in the 
staffing patterns of only two of the nine teams selected from Type V offices end in only 
four of ^e 10 teams selected from Type I offices. 
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Teams selected from the two- to- three- team offices located in large SMSA’s (Type 
IV) exhibited the greatest consistency of staffing with the basic five-position pattern 
being reflected in seven of the 10 teams. 

Five of the 11 teams srfected from Office Type II, and five of the 11 selected from 
Office TV « III exhibited the basic five-position staffing pattern. 



JOB EXPERIENCE, EDUCATION, AND 
TRAINING BACKGROUND OF TEAM MEMBERS 

Job History. Forty -nine percent of the team members of the 51 teams were working 
for the Employment Senrce prior to assuming positions on the WIN teams. The per- 
centage of counselors, job developers, and work-training specialists who were with the 
Employment Service prior to WIN team duty ranges from to 67%; in contrast, only 
25% of the coaches and clerical personnd were Employment Service employees prior to 
WIN. 

Totrf WIN Experience. Mean total months of experience as WIN staff for the team 
members in eadi of the five office types ranged from 14 to 18 months. Length of 
experience as members of the team at their present location averaged approximately a 
month less than their total WIN staff experience. Team members from Office Types I, II, 
III, and V, had been working as members of that team at their present location an 
average of 13 to 14 months; team members from Office Type IV averaged higher with 17 
months. 

The percentage of team members considered newcomers (one to six months 
experience) to the team varied from a low of 13% in Office Type IV to a hi^ of 40% in 
Office Type II. The newcomers were not concentrated on just a few teams in each 
office-type category but tended to be distributed relatively evenly over the majority of 
the ‘.earns in each office type. 

Job position identity of newcomers to the teams varied with office type. In Office 
Tyne I, only 12% to 17% of the coaches, job develooers, and clerical members were 
newcomers while 36% of ttie counsdors were considered as newcomers. Office Types II 
and in appeared to be in a greater state of flux with regard to the staffing of all of the 
bnic member positions with percentage of newcomers in each position ranging from 
approximately 20% to 50%. Particularly notable in Office Type II was ttie fact that 
approximatdy 50% of both the coaches and job developers were newcomers to the 
teams. Office Type IV is notable for its relatively hi^ leve? of stabiity in all team 
member positions; even in this case, however, 23% of the cormselors would be considered 
newcomers to the team. 

Educational Background. Of the WIN staff from the 51 teams who participated in 
this study, only 1% had not completed high school diploma requirements, 20% had not 
gone on with thar education foDowing high school graduation, whfle the remaind-T had 
either attended coDege, graduated from college, or gone on to graduate work. Sixty-three 
percent of the coaches had pursued formd education beyond the hi^ school diploma 
level with 12% having graduated from a four-year college or gone beyond. Ninety-seven 
percent of the counsdois were graduates of a four-year college and 78% had attended 
graduate sdiool. Forty-two to 46% of the job developers and work-training specialists had 
graduated from a four-year coOege while 16% to 17% had gone on to attend graduate 
school. 
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Relevant In-aenrice Training. The majority of team members from each office-type 
category reported having received some type of in-service training relevant to their job 
duties. Hie proportions of team members in Office Type IV and V who reported 
affirmatively, are slightly lower (62-69%) than those in the other three office types 
(78-87%). In general, among the respondents, coaches, job developers, and clerical 
members showed the greatest variation in percentage who had received in-service training. 
Counsel ofs and work-training specialists tended to show the least variation among office 
types and the greatest proportion of respondents who had been exposed to in-service 
training. 

DUTIES AND TASKS PERFORMED 

Distribution of Team Effort. In the analyses in this report relative time scores for 
members of each team were pooled to provide team relative time scores for each of the 
10 major duty areas. Examination of these team scores (mean percent of total time) 
indicated that teams observed in the five office-type categories distribute their time over 
duty areas in a highly similar fashion. 

In summary, these distributions indicate that teams from Office Types II, III, IV, 
and V, with high consistency give their greatest relative time emphasis to tasks concerned 
with record keepilng (Duty Area 10). Next in order of team consistency and including all 
five oflice types., is the extra time emphasis given to tasks concerned with provision of 
supportive servicfes and monitoring of enroUee progress (Duty Area 5). And, finally, lower 
in degree of team consistency but still notable for all office type? is the extra time 
emphasis given to tasks concerned with orientation and employability planning (Duty 
Area 4). 

Duty areas which consistently receive the least amount of relative t.me emphasis for 
teams of all office types are those containing trsks concerned with conducting determina- 
tions (Duty Area 6), initial assignment of enrollees (Duty Area 3); job development 
(Duty Area 8); and internal team management functions (Duty Area 9). 

Duty areas fdling in between these two extremes in amount of relative time 
emphasis are those containing tasks dealing with receipt and processing of referrals (Duty 
Area 1); enrollment and initial assessment (Duty Area 2), and, provision and monitoring 
of edc'^tion, work, and training component resources (Duty Area 7). 

Performance in Duty Areas . Mean percent time scores were computed to express the 
relative amount of time expended by respondents of each job position in each of the 10 
duty areas. These means were computed for each office type separately. Plots of these 
means show a pattern in die relative distribution of tinne over the 10 duty airsi. w^rch is 
(fiffierent for rach of the five basic job positions. The pattern for each lob por.Y'^on 
remains essentially the same regardless of the specific office-type category to which tthe 
respondents belong. 

oummarizing these patterns, areas in which coaches expend usually large relative 
amounts of time are in provision of supportive services and monitoring of enrollee 
progress (Duty Area 5); and, to a lesser extent in record maintenance and procedures 
(Duty Area 10). Counselon show their greatest rdative expenditure of time in 
employabflity planning (Duty Area 4); and with lesser emphasis in three other areas, 
supportive services and monitoring of enrollee progress (Duty Area 5), initid assignment 
of enrcllees (Duty Area 3), and monitoring smd provision of education, work, and 
training component resources (Duty Area 7). 
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Job developers exhibit their major relative time emphasis in the area of job 
development and placement (Duty Area 8), and a lesser emphasis in monitoring and 
provision of education, work, and training components (Duty Area 7). 

Work-training specialists app>ear more as generalists than do the other positions and 
tend to distribute their relative time more evenly over all duty areas; they do, however, 
show some extra time emphasis in two duty areas. These are monitoring and provision of 
education, work, and training components (Duty Area 7), and enrollment and initial 
assessment of applicants (Duty Area 2). 

Qerical members of the teams focus their time primarily in two duty areas; record 
maintenance and procedures (Duty Area 10) and receipt and processing of referrals (Duty 
Area 1). 

Task Performance. Task performance of the five job positions was examined for 
each duty area. In general, these data simply illustrate further the descriptions drawn of 
job position performance based on duty area scores. Analyses and descriptions of how 
the five job positions articulate their separate and supporting functions in each duty area 
will require that specific controls be imposed on the data for the job positions repre- 
sented on each of the teams under study. For these same reasons, no conclusions are 
drawn at this time regarding the rdative involvement of different job positions in the 
decision-making tasks represented in the inventory. The analyses to accomplish these 
objectives will be carried out in Phase II of this research. 

SUMMATION 

The analyses of data described in this interim report represent preliminary analyses 
carried out to obtain distribution statistics on variables considered important to the main 
(Phase 2) amalyses of these data. Action recommendations or conclusions related to the 
final objectives of this study will be presented in the final (Phase 2) report. 

The major observations to be underlined at this time concern the wide variation 
found in team staffing patterns; the uniformity among the five office-type categories in 
die way the averatge team from eaK;h distributes its time over the 10 duty areas; amd the 
appearance of a characteristic pattern of job-duty involvement (relative time scores on 
each duty area) for each of the five team member job p >sitions. 

Only 23 of the 51 teams were staffed to include all of the five basic team member 
job pKKitions. Thus, if these five specialties are critical to the delivery of the range of 
services considered necessary to achieve program objectives, then only 45% of these teams 
have the staff resources required to meet these premises. 

Average duty area scores (rdative time) were computed for teams comprising each 
of the five office-type categories. Inspection of the mean relative time distribution scores 
obtained on the 10 duty areas by each of the five office-typie categories indicates that 
there are no systematic differences in the way teams firom the different office-type 
categories distributed their time. Thus, whatever conditions are responsible for differences 
in the way teams distribute their time over these duty areas, they do not appiear to be 
importantly rdated to the present office-type categories. 

The five basic team member positions are described in the WIN guidelines as 
reflecting different manpower specialities. Job Activities Inventory data firom the present 
analyses do show five distinct job position profiles; these profiles emphasize specialties in 
major duty areas that are, in general, consistent vrith expectations based on the WIN 
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team guiddines. Thus, it appears that members of each position have a hi^ly consistent 
view of the special duty areas in which they are to perform and are endeavoring to do so. 

The findings regarding diversity of staffing patterns, coupled with the findings that 
relative time scores over the ten job duty areas do show different characteristic patterns 
for each of the five basic team positions, emphasize the importance of determining how a 
team’s total effort i? influenced by differences in staffing pattern. For example, when a 
team does not haw-i a job developer, how do the other team members perform in their 
own specialties and also in those of the missing job developer? Or, if a team has a job 
developer, is his time sufficiently focused on his speciality tasks to permit their 
accomplishment, or is his time bled away by a variety of other tasks competing for his 
attention that would be considerefl lower in priority? 

In addition to identifying duties and tasks performed, the method of job analysis 
used in the present study provides estimates of the relative level of effort expended in 
these areas by each of the team members. Thus, this method provides a firame of 
reference for studyi*>i^ the level of effort expended by the team in specific job activities 
and the way this e/s.- r. distributed among the various team member positions. 

Analyses to ^ ‘ ; ^fects of differences in team staffing will be carried out as 

part of the larger (ses planned for Phase 2 of this study. The Phase 2 analyses will 
explore the relahoF-ftipw between team composition variables, duty performance styles 
derived from the job activities inventory data, style of decision making, and enrollment 
and termination statistics. The objectives of these analyses are to allow the development 
and comparison of a number of alternative models of team functioning for use in 
developing the final study recommendations regarding teatn staffing, job position descrip- 
tions, and in-service team training outlines. Results of these analyses, the recommenda- 
tions for staffing and job position descriptions, and the in-service team training outlines 
will constitute the Phase 2, final study report. 
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Analyses of WIN Team Functioning and 
Job Requirements 

Phase I: Duties and Tasks Performed by 
Teams and Team Members 



Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 



BACKGROUND 

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) was established on the basis of ^endments 
made in 1967 to the Social Security Act, under Part C, Title IV. The objectives of WIN 
are to provide the necessary services and opportunities to enable potentially emploiyable 
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) to gain economic 
independence for themselves and their families. To this end, the WIN program was 
designed to make available, on an individual basis, vocational planning, education, train- 
ing, and job-placement services, while at the same time providing social supportive 
services necessary to enable the welfare recipient to participate. 

The Department of Labor (DOL) and the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare (HEW) share administrative responsibility for the WIN program. The United 
States Training Employment Service (USTES) is the agency within DOL responsible for 
developing and administering the program. WIN is sponsored and administered at the 
state level by the State Employment Service and is staffed and conducted at the 
community level by the local Employment Services office. 

Guidelines for the administration, staffing, and operation of the program at the state 
and lo.'ial level are provided by DOL in cooperation with HEW. Staffing guidance 
provided the WIN sponsors outlines the position of WIN Program Director at the State 
level, a Technical Supervision Staff and Administrative Management Staff at an area level, 
and a local staff consisting of five basic positions-counselor, job developer, work-training 
specialist, coach, and clerk-stenographer. This local staff is referred to as the WIN team. 
The effective functioning of this team is considered central to the success of the WIN 
program in achieving its objectives. 

WIN has been described as an outgrowth of “earlier efforts to introduce the concept 
of occupational rehabilitation as a solution to the problems of welfare recipients” (^). 
Experience gained from the Community Work and Training Program, and the subsequent 
Work Experience and Training Program, as well as other regular manpower programs is 
cited as having led government planners to the view that these earlier efforts were not 
able to provide the scope of social and manpower services necessary to effectively assist 

the welfare recipient. 

The WIN program envisions making available a full range of employability develop- 
ment services including vocational planning and counseling; education; job training in an 
institutional or work-experience setting; job placement, and post-placement follow-up. 
Concurrent with these services, the program calls for the provision of social supportive 
services necessary to enable the welfare recipient to participate and develop his vocational 
skills. These services include, in addition to continued welfare services and assistwce 
payment, a WIN incentive payment during training, reimbursement for transportation, 
special training expenses and child-care, and assistance in dealing with problems which 
may arise that would interfere with the enrollee’s continued participation in the program. 

In addition to a broader scope of services than in eaiiier efforts, delivery of services 
in the WIN program is expected to focus on the individual enrollee and, by utilizing these 



O 

ERIC 



a 



services in a flexible fashion, tailor plans and services to deal with each enrollee’s needs. 
The WIN team is responsible for working directly with the enrollee to accomplish these 
objectives. 

Actual enrollment of AFDC recipients in WIN began in October 1968. As imple- 
mentation of the program proceeded, it became increasingly important to determine how 
the WIN team concept was faring in practice under the varying conditions found in 
different localities. By July 1969, 38 states and the Trust Territories were participating 
and the monthly enrollment level had risen to 62,000 (^; by July 197C, when infor- 
mation regarding office location and staffing was solicited for this study, WIN programs 
had been funded in all but one state and the enrollment level had risen to 
approximately 90,00(0 (£). 

The WIN program required a restructuring within the Employment Services to 
provide a system for im[dementing the broader goals of this program. It also required the 
development of specialized working relationships with welfare and community resource 
groups at a level of coordination that had not previously existed. The significance of 
these changes was expected to apply with particular force to staff assigned as WIN team 
members. These staff members had both a new system of services to provide and a new 
system of working relationships to develop, in order to accomplish the type of delivery 
of services envisioned by the WIN team concept. 



DESCRIPTION OF THE WIN TEAM CONCEPT 

Description of the WIN team concept will be approached from three perspectives: 
(a) a staffing pattern (one person for each of five specialized positions); (b)a staffing 
ratio (the number of enrollee slots required for the staffing of a five-member team); (c)a 
model for the method of organization and style of functioning of the staff. 



STAFFING PATTERN AND TEAM COMPOSITION 

WIN guidelines described a basic staffing pattern for the team consisting of one 
counselor, one job developer, one work and training specialist, one coach, and one 
derk-ste n ographer. 

In addition, local offices were urged to establish one to three pre-professional aide 
slots. These were to be on-the-job (OJT) training slots to be filled by enrollees who 
would be trained to assist the coach in establishing rapport and maintaining contact with 
the other enrollees. Since these positions are not part of the regular staffing pattern, they 
will not be considered in the present discussion. 

The major duties described in the WIN Handbook' for each of the five basic team 
member positions are summarized as follows: 

Counselor . Counselors are expected to provide the full array of professional, 
vocational, and personal counseling services; to establish realistic employability plans for 
individual enrollees utilizing test results and other data available; and to act as coordina- 
tor and integrator of all team services provided. 

Job Developer . This position was originally listed as “manpower specialist,” but 
is now more commonly referred to as “job developer.” The person in this position is 
expected to work with the counselor as well as the outside employer and training 
agencies for the purpose of identifying and developing training situations needed to 

'“Work Incentive Program (WIN) Handbook,” Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, 
Washington, July 1968. 
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implement the employability plans of individual eniollees; to supervise and monitor these 
training situations to ensure that they meet program standards; and to provide job 
development and placement services, or, if these services are provided by the Employ- 
ment Services (ES) regular staff, to coordinate these services for the team’s enrollees. 

Work and Training Specialist. This person is to act as an expeditor of all 
services needed by enrollees, and is to see that needed services are actually provided. He 
is responsible for development of group activities dealing with work orientation subjects, 
such as how to get and hold a job; he assists the counselor by assisting enrollees with 
problems that do not require referral to the counselor; he works with the job developer 
by serving as job development and placement coordinator for a portion of the team’s 
caseload. 

Coach. This position is described as a pre-professional position. This person is 
expected to provide continuity to the relationship between the team and the individual 
enrollee during his enrollment. The coach is exfiected to be the team member to whom 
the enrollee directly relates and the one the enrollee identifies as his immediate contact 
in the event of problems. The coach maintains follow-up contacts with the enrollee and 
the enrollee’s supervisor throughout training; he assists the enrollee in resolving minor 
problems that may arise and refers more difficult ones to the work and training specialist 
or the counselor; he is expected to conduct sessions dealing with areas such as inter- 
personal relations, grooming, or money management, and participates in group counseling 
sessions. 

Clerk-Stenographe r. The WIN Handbook does not describe the duties of the 
clerk-stenographer. It assumed that the individual in this position is expected to provide 
general administrative and clerical assistance. 

These general duty descriptions summarized from the WIN Handbook suggest that 
the counselor, job developer, and coach are each expected to represent a diffenmt area of 
competency in the delivery of manpower services. The work and training specialist is 
apparently expected to have at least an assistant’s level of competency in both the 
counselor’s and the job developer’s areas in addition to his role as a general expeditor of 
all services. Effective implementation of the WIN team concept is predicated on filling all 
the functions involved in this staffing pattern, if the team is to expend the level of effort 
in each of the specialty areas assumed necessary to achieve program goals. 

In some instances certain WIN services are not directly provided by the team 
members. For example, job development services for the team’s enrollees may be 
provided by the regular Employment Service staff or contracted to another manpower 
agency. Unless the team interacts very closely with the job development agency, it seems 
likely that some of the ability to tailor employability plans to the individual would be 
lost. 

Thus, in reviewing implementation of the WIN team concept, staffing pattern and 
the identity and scope of the services provided by the team as a unit are of direct 
importance. 



STAFFING RATIO 

As suggested earlier, factors which affect team staffing pattern would be expected to 
have a direct influence upon the effectiveness of implementation of the team concept. 
The five team member positions described earlier, staffed at the rate of one person per 
position, represent the basic staffing pattern for the WIN team. The upper caseload limit 
for such a team was originally set at 200 enrollees. When arrangements were made for the 
data collection in this study, staffing for WIN teams was, in most areas, still based on a 
ratio of one team per 200 authorized enrollee slots. 



Use of the 1-200 ratio to determine the number of members on a team in a given 
office directly affects the manner in which the WIN team concept is implemented in that 
office. The general practice has been that, if a local community office is authorized 100 
enroUee slots, it will be authorized a partial team staff, consisting of two or thrc'e 
members. Information obtained in the course of setting up sampling procedures for the 
present study indicated that out of a total of 293 “one-team” office locations, 106 ( 36%) 
were staffed with less than a full team. 



STYLE OR MODE OF TEAM FUNCTIONING 

The team stafflng pattern reflects the manpower specialties considered basic to 
providing the range of services which come within the scope of the WIN program. A 
major emphasis in the team concept is the manner in which the team utilizes these 
services to benefit the enrollee, with the key feature being the tailoring of employability 
development plans to the needs of each enrollee. 

Since all team members are involved in some aspect of the development, enactment, 
and periodic reassessment of these plans, the requirement for individual tailoring to the 
needs of the particular trainee imposes a requirement for closely coordinated job per- 
formances by team members, focusing on the individual enrollee throughout his span of 
enrollment. This coordinated team model is in contrast to the traditional specialized staff 
section model in which each section is set up to be independent in terms of the sensing, 
processing, and action required to carry out its own function and the enrollee is sent 
from one section to another. It is this specialized staff-type of functioning that is being 
replaced by the WIN team concept. 



STUDY OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THIS REPORT 

The present study was undertaken to provide a detailed, systematic analysis of team 
and team member functioning in rdation to the WIN team concept. ' Hiis information 
would provide a basis for recommendations and decisions regarding needed revisions of 
team guidelines, staffing provisions, and areas for in-service training. 

Because of the scope of the data collection and analyses required, this study was 
divided into two phases. The objectives of the full study are to: 

(1) Analyze and and describe how the WIN staffs function in the team 
context. 

(2) Analyze and describe how decisions are made with respect to the individual 
enrollee. 

(3) From these analyses, make recommendations for the further devdopment 
and articulation of the WIN team concept— including team-member job 
descriptions, job entry level knowledge and skill requirements, training 
objective outlines for in-service team training, and potential criteria for 
future use in evaluating team effectiveness. 

The material presented in this report represents findings from Phase I of the study. 
Com[4etion of this phase included instrument development, data colh.>ction, and the data 
analyses necessary as a basis for Phase II. 

This report describes the team staffing patterns and the experience, education, and 
training backgrounds of the staffs of 61 WIN teams. Current team functioning is 




'in December 1970, when data collection for thU research waa iniUated, program experience at the 
state level ranged from approximately six months to two years. 
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described for these teams in terms of the proportion of their time devoted to the major 
duty areas identified in the Job Activities Inventory (JAI). In addition, performance in 
each of the five basic team member positions is described in terms of the proportion of 
time spent on the various duties and tasks performed- Performance of the respondent of 
each of these basic team member positions in tasks directly involved in caseload decision 
making will also be identified and discussed. 

Phwe II will utilize the findings, supplemented by interview data and data from a 
separate mail questionnaire, to develop profiles of team and job position functioning 
based on factors such as differences in team staffing patterns and experience level of the 
team. In addition, the Phase II report will also present recommendations regarding modd 
job descriptions, entry level knowledge and skill requirements, training objectives for 
in*service training, and criteria of potential use in evaluating team effectiveness. 
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Chapter 2 

DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH 



SELECTION OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 

The objectives of this study called for a nationwide sampling of WIN teams, drawn 
to be representative of the operational conditions under which the teams function. In 
addition, there was interest in being able to make comparisons between team practices 
under the different operational conditions specified. Then, too, time and cost factors 
required that consideration be given to the nature of the geographical dispersion of teams 
selected for data collection by means of on-site visit. 

Requirements for the full study involved two samples: The Rrst, and of direct 
concern to this report, was a sample of up to 50 WIN teams from which data were to be 
collected during on-site visits. The second, the data for which will be reported in Phase 
II, was to provide a supplementary mail questionnaire sampling. The basic control 
measures imposed on the two samfdes were identical. However, the methods followed in 
drawing the samites were different. 

Because of the wide variations among states in the way ofBce locations were 
distributed when classified in terms of the control measures, time and cost considerations 
became paramount for the on-site visit sample. Therefore, a directed selection procedure 
was used in identifying states for participation in the on-site visit sample. In contrast, a 
random selection procedure was used to identify states for participation in the mail 
questionnaire samite. Since these latter data are to be presented in a subsequent report, 
description of the specific procedures used will be reserved for that report while this 
discussion will focus on the 51 teams which form the data base for the present 
description of team and job position functioning. 



BASIC CONTROL FACTORS 

The two basic control factors imposed in classifying team locations for data 
collection were (a) number of WIN teams at a given location and (b) population-size 
characteristics of the surrounding community. Number of teams operating out of a given 
location was considered important on the basis of likely differences in organizational 
climate of the office. In addition, it was considered likdy that differences in state 
pdides regarding Welfare and Employment Service activities could result in state 
differences in organizational climate of offices. This latter factor was controlled by 
imposing restrictions on the number of offices and teams per office to be selected from 
any one state and will be discussed later in connection with the actual selection 
procedure. 

Information available indicated that the staffing* ratio (number of team staff assigned 
per number of enroUee slots) could be considered as uniformly applied across the nation. 
Thus, the number of WIN team staff emi^oyed by a given project could be estimated 
with reasonable accuracy firom knowledge of the number of enrollee slots for which the 
project was funded. The project sponsor, however, determines how the team staff is 
physically distributed within the project area. 
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It was expected that the number of teams located at the same physical location 
increased, there would be greater likelihood of some of the staff being split off from 
teams to form specialized service sections providing their services for all teams’ enrollees. 
Regardless of the extent to which this occurs, it seemed likely that the general organiza- 
tional climate of the office housing several WIN teams would impose different administra- 
tive and supervisory conditions upon a given team than would be found in the 
single-team office. For these reasons, it was decided to categorize WIN office sites within 
each state into three subgroups based on number of teams working out of the same 
physical location. The categories used for this purpose were: single-teem offices; two-to- 
three-team offices, and, four-or-more-team offices. 

The second control factor imposed in classification of team locations concerned 
population -size characteristics of the surrounding community. It was assumed that 
variations in community characteristics would impose differential operational conditions 
upon the WIN team. For example, the team must cope with either transporting the 
enroll ee to where he can obtain the services, or, as in some of the sparsely populated 
areas, transporting services to where groups of enrollees can obtain them. 

The training and employnient resources the community has to offer would be 
among other variations in community characteristics that would be expected to impose 
important differences in the conditions under which teams operate. The team functioning 
in a community dependent on a sin^e industry, such as agriculture or tourism, would 
face different operational conditions than would a team functioning in a community with 
varied retail, service, and manufacturing industries. To actually identify and classify WIN 
project areas by these types of community characteristics required detailed information 
by project areas that was not readily available and, quite likely, the generation of a 
special classification scheme. 

Lacking a well-defined system, it appeared reasonable to assume that at least some 
of the community characteristics expected to differentially affect conditions under which 
the teams operate would be associated with population of the community. Therefore, 
team locations were classified into one of three population-size categories: rural or small 
urban; small Standard Metropolita*^ Statistical Area (SMS A), and lai^e SMSA. Rural and 
small urban were defined as any city or town location of under 50,000 population which 
is not included in an SMSA. City or towns located within an SMSA were classified on the 
basis of the population for the SMSA. SMSA’s with under 250,000 population were 
labeled “Small SMSA’s,’’ while those with populations of 250,000 or more were labeled 
“Large SMSA’s.” The tables used for these p^urposes were Bureau of the Census abstracts 
for metropolitan area statistics with population figures dated July 1966. 



WIN OFFICE LOCATION CATEGORIES 

With the cooperation of the 10 Regional Manpower Administrators and the state 
sponsors, information was obtained from each state identifying the separate WIN office 
locations within the state and the WIN team staffing at each location. This information 
reflects team locations and staffing as they existed July to August, 1970. For purposes of 
this study, it was necessary to exclude Hawaii, Alaska, and the Trust Territories from 
consideration for site visits. New Hampshire had not yet initiated WIN projects and 
Indiana was in the process of setting up projects. 

Information obtained from the remaining 46 states is shown in Table 2-1, the upper 
half of which shows the number of WIN team locations classified by number of teams at 
each location and by population size of the surrounding community. Of the 399 office 
locations in these 46 states, 73% (293) were staffed with one team or a partial team. (As 
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Table 2-1 



Location and Estimated Number of 
WIN Teams for 46 States* 



A. Number of WIN Team Locations 





Population of Community 


Team Staffing Level 


Rural to 1 
Small ' 
Urban” | 


Small 

SMSA° 


Large 

SMSA° 


Total 


Percent 


Partial or One Team 


133 


51 


109 


293 


73 


Two-Three Teams 


10 


6 


59 


75 


19 


Four or More Teams 


1 


0 


30 


31 


8 


Total 


144 


57 


198 


399 




Percent 


36 


14 


50 




100 


B. Estimated Number of WIN Teams 










Population of Community 


Team Staffing Level 


Rural to 
Small 
Urban 


Small 

SMSA 


Large 

SMSA 


Total 


Percent 


Partial or One Team 


133 


51 


109 


293 


45 


Two-Three Teams 


20 


13 


137 


170 


26 


Four or More Teams 


5 


0 


186 


191 


29 


Total 


158 


64 


430 


654 




Percent 


24 


10 


66 




100 



*July.Augu(t 1970. 

**Ruril to Small Urban; CItv of unctor 60,000 not Includad In 
Startdard Matropolltan Statlatical Araa (SMS A). 

*Small SMSA; SMS A undar 260,000. 

‘^Larga SMSA; SMSA ovar 260,000. 



reported in the Introduction. 36% of the 293 partial or one-team offices were described 

as partial teams, that is, fewer than five members). , . .. 

It can also be seen in Table 2-1 that office locations staffed with more than one 
team tend to occur primarily in the large SMSA community. The lower poison of ttie 
table shows how the estimated number of teams are distributed in using this two-^y 
classification of office locations. Thus, in the upper part of Table 2-1 it was wen that 
73% of the office locations were staffed at the level of one team or 
part of the table we see that these same office locations account for 46%.of the WIN 

teams in the 46 states. u- 

A high proportion (83%) of the office locations reported by Washington. Oregon, 

and Idaho were staffed with less than a full team and the majority were dispraed iraong 
the small rural towns. The time and costs of sampling firom the few remaini^ toi^s 
were considered too expensive to be warranted, so these states were removed firom the 
pool of states to be considered. 



The distribution of office locations and of number of teams in each subcategory is 
shown in Table 2-2 for the final pool of 43 states. Following examination of Table 2-2 it 
was decided to omit four of the table’s nine cells from consideration for sampling. These 
four cells are the “two-to-three” team office locations and the “four or more” team 
office locations for the Rural or Small Urban area, and the “two-to-three” team office 



Table 2-2 

Location and Estimated Number of 
WIN Teams in Final Pool of 43 States 



A. Number of WIN Team Locations 





Population of Community 


Team Staffing Level 


Rural to 
Small 
Urban* 


Small 

SMSA® 


Large 

SMSA° 


Total 


Percent 


Partial or One Team 


98 


48 


103 


249 


71 


Two-Three Teams 


10 


6 


55 


71 


20 


Four or More Teams 


1 


0 


30 


31 


9 


Total 


109 


54 


188 


351 




Percent 


31 


15 


54 




100 


B. Estimated Number of WIN Teams 










Population of Community 


Team Staffing Level 


Rural to 
Small 
Urban 


Small 

SMSA 


Large 

SMSA 


Total 


Percent 


Partial or One Team 


98 


48 


103 


249 


41 


Two-Three Teams 


20 


13 


128 


161 


27 


Four or More Teams 


5 


0 


186 


191 


32 


Total 


123 


61 


417 


601 




Percent 


21 


10 


69 




100 



*Rur«l to Small Urban; City of undor SO.OOO not includad in 
Standard Metropolitan Statiatlcal Araa (SMSA). 

‘’Smoll SMSA; SMSA undar 2BO.OOO. 

^Lorgo SMSA; SMSA ovar 250,000. 



locations for the Small SMSA. The five remaining cells, referred to as Office Types I 
throu^ V, are listed in Table 2-3. Entries in Table 2-3 show the number of team 
locations in each office type, the actual number of states (out of the pool of 43) that 
have one or more such locations in the given office type, and the number of states 
represented in the final on-site data collection. 
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Table 2-3 



Final Sampling Categories: Number of Team 
Locations, States in Each Category, and in 
On-Site Data Collection 



Sampling Categoriei 


Number of Team 
Locations 


Number of States 
in 43-State Pool 


Number of States 
in Final On-Site 
Visit 


Office Type 1 
Rural or Small Urban” 
Partial or One Team 


98 


29 


10 


Office Type II 
Small SMSA*’ 
Partial or One Team 


48 


25 


11 


Office Type III 
Large SMSA” 
Partial or One Team 


103 


31 


11 


Office Type IV 
Large SMSA 
Two to Three Teams 


55 


19 


10 


Office Type V 
Large SMSA 
Four or More Teams 


30 


15 


9 



*Rural to Small Urban; City of urniar 50,000 not included in Standard 
Metropolitan Statiitical Araa (SMSA). 

‘’small SMSA; SMSA under 250,000. 

*^Lar 0 a SMSA; SMSA over 250,000. 



SELECTION OF DATA COLLECTION SITES 

This research called for data to be collected during site visits to approximately 50 
teams. For purposes of this study we wanted an equal number of teams in each office 
type, or, 10 teams per office type. Since state policies would be expected to influence 
team staffing and style of operations we did not want a sin^^e state to be represented by 
more than one office location or one team in any given office-type category. As a result 
of these and time and cost considerations, it was decided first to identify states for the 
on-site data collection by selecting those that woul^ form the smallest number of states 
required in order to obtain the 10 teams for each office type, with the further restriction 
that not more than one team of the same office type be included from a given state. This 
resulted in a list of 15 states. By the time data-collection arrangements were finalized, 
one state had to be deleted because of inability to participate, and three other states 
were added, for a total of 17. 

Table 2-4 presents the final list of states identified for data collection by means of 
site visits. Entries in this table show the full number of office locations within the given 
state for each type of location firom which we wished to obtain data. As will be noted, in 
many cases there was only one office location of the given type within that state; where 
there was mote than one, the location for data collection was chosen throu^ random 
selection procedures. 




A 



12 



25 



I 

I 

4 

i 

I 

3 

i 

i 

1 

Table 2-4 | 

Office-Type Locations Where Data Were I 

Collected On-Site° I 



Location 


Office 
Type 1 


Office 
Type II 


Office 
Type III 


Office 
Type IV 


( 

Office i 

Type V 1 


California 


_b 


4 


7 


14 


1 


New Jersey 


2 


1 


4 


1 


1 

1 1 


Ohio 


4 


3 


7 


3 


1 ' 


Alabama 


1 


1 


V 


1 




Louisiana 


1 


2 


2 


1 


0 


Massachusetts 


2 


6 


13 


3 


0 


Colorado 


13 


0 


4 


— 


1 


Kentucky 


6 


1 


1 


0 


1 


Pennsylvania 


4 


2 


19 


0 


1 


New York 


0 


0 


— 


8 


6 


Illinois 


0 


1 


— 


2 


2 


Arizona 


0 


0 


— 


— 


1 


Tennessee 


— 


0 


— 


3 


0 


West Virginia 


12 


1 


2 


0 


0 


Iowa 


1 


3 


3 


0 


0 


Nebraska 


0 


— 


0 


1 


0 


Missouri 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


Total 


46 


25 


63 


37 


16 


Percent of 
locations in 
43-state pool 


47 


52 


61 


67 


53 


Number of 
data collection 
locations 


10 


11 


11 


10 


9 



^Number of office locations of type from which one was 
selected to provide a team for data collection. 

indicates that state had one or more office locations 
of that type, but were not identified for data collection. 

0 indicates state did not have office locations of given 

tVDO. 



Totals at the bottom of Table 2-4 show the number of office locations of each type 
represented by the states from which we obtained office locations of the given type. 
These totals are also expressed as percent of the total number of such office locations in 
the overall pool of 43 states. Finally, the actual number of office locations at which data 
collection took place for each office type is shown in the bottom row of the table. 



TEAM IDENTIFICATION FOR DATA COLLECTION 




Once a local office location was identified, the next step was to identify the team 
from which data would be collected and the membership of this team. In the single-team 

ee 
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offices the team identity was, of course, established once the office location was 
identified. For multi-team offices, a questionnaire was used to ask office supervisors to 
list, alphabetically by last name, the senior member of each team. They were then asked 
to identify for our data collection the team whose senior member’s name appeared in a 
prescribed position on the list. One of four list positions first, second, next-to-last, and 
last— had previously been entered on the questionnaire by the research staff. The 
particular list position entered on a given questionnaire was determined by random 
assignment. 

After identifying the team (and the individual team members) that would participate 
in data collection, the supervisor was asked to review an accompanying list of major WIN 
team functions, and then to indicate whether any of the functions listed were normally 
performed for this team’s e.irollees by staff or agencies not identified as team members. 
If there were functions performed by nonteam members, the supervisor was asked to 
check the functions involved and to identify, in each case, a nonteam member who 
performed that particular function for the previously identified team’s enrollees. In the 
remainder of the report, the nonteam members identified in this fashion will be referred 
to as “specialized services’’ staff. 

The procedure just described permitted us two alternative definitions of a “team.” 
The first definition is simply the names of the members identified by the office 
supervisor as constituting a “team.” The second definition identifies a WIN team as the 
group which provides the full range of WIN services provided by that office to a common 
caseload of enrollees; this definition would identify a WIN team as those listed as team 
members plus representatives of any specialized services who normally provide certain 
caseload services for the same enrollees. This was considered important since it was not 
known to what extent certain WIN caseload services (e.g., orientation, job development, 
and placement) would be handled by the regular Employment Service staff or contracted 
to outside agencies. 



DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES: An Overview 

Following approval by each state sponsor for data collection at the proposed office 
locations, identification of the WIN team and final scheduling arrangements at each 
location were accomfdished by means of the advance questionnaire referred to in the 
preceding section. A copy of this questionnaire is included in Appendix A. Scheduling 
was arranged so that up to two days would be available at each office location, to permit 
flexibility in accommodating data collection to the ongoing work schedules of team 
members. 

Data collection at each office consisted of the following: 

(1) An interview, based on a semistructured interview outline, was conducted 
with the WIN office supervisor. Purpose of the interview, which required about one hour, 
was to obtain information regarding the organizational structure and the staffing of the 
WIN portion of the office; office policies in assigning responsibility for cMeload services; 
types of records kept on enroll ee employability goals, failures, and achievements for a 
given team; WIN staff hiring requirements; and in-service training policies and practices. 
In addition, summary enrollment statistics were obtained for the particular team 
scheduled to participate in the research. These caseload activity fi^es (number referred 
to team, niunber terminated, and number currently enrolled) were intended for use as an 
index of the teams’ caseload experience. The interviewer’s outline and recording forms 
are contained in Appendix B. 

(2) The Work Activities Inventory (WAI) was administered to each member or 
the previously identified team and, where applicable, to representatives selected from 
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specialized services staff. The inventory contains four separate sections: Background 
Information; Job Activities Inventory; and two team member interaction sections, Major 
Caseload Functions and Major Caseload Decision Areas. The WAI required from one to 
two hours to complete. A copy is contained in Appendix C. 

(3) An interview requiring approximately one hour was conducted with the 
team leader or a senior member of the same team who responded to the WAI. The 
purpose was to obtain information regarding the ways in which the team functioned in 
maidng decisions and providing services to the client at various stages of the enrollment 
process. The semistructured interview was carried out in accordance with the interviewer’s 
outline contained in Appendix D. 

Data were collected at the 51 offices by seven members of the HumRRO research 
staff working concurrently at different office locations. Data collection was initiated the 
last week of December (1970) and scheduled for completion February 12 (1971). 
However, the necessity for rescheduling six office locations resulted in extending the data 
collection period until March 2. 



DATA COLLECTION RELEVANT TO THIS REPORT 

The two interviews and the two team-member interaction sections of the WAI were 
designed to provide coordinated data for use in developing descriptions of the dynamics 
of team decision making and functioning. Analyses of these data will be completed and 
utilized as described earlier in meeting the objectives of Phase II of this research. Further 
description of these instruments will be presented at that time. Data presented in this 
report are based on responses to the Background Information and Job Activity Inventory 
sections of the WAI. 



DESCRIPTION OF THE WAI BACKGROUND INFORMATION SECTION 

The Background Information section of the WAI contains 20 items aimed at 
providing information regarding the respondent’s present Employment Service job clMsifi- 
cation, his present WIN team member position, months of experience in this position, 
months at present location, months as staff of the WIN program, prior job experience, 
educational background, and in-service training received relevant to his present job 
position. 

Qassification of individuals into team-member job positions in the analyses reported 
in the next chapter was based on individual responses to Item 7 of the Background 
Information section. Education, experience, and in-service training information were 
intended for use as classification variables in examining duties and tasks performed by job 
positions and teams. 



DESCRIPTION OF THE JOB ACTIVITIES INVENTORY 

The Job Activities Inventory (JAI) constitutes the major portion of the Work 
Activities Inventory. The JAI consists of 82 task statements classified into 10 major duty 
areas. The respondent was asked to first read throu^ the full list of tasks and indicate 
with a check mark those tasks he or she personally performed as a normal part of the 
job. They were then asked to go back throu{^ the tasks they had checked and rate, on a 
1 to 6 scale, the relative amount of time spent on the task under consideration. 



compared to the amount of time spent on each of the other tasks checked. These 
instructions are modeled after a relative time rating procedure described by Morsh and 
Archer (^. 

A basic premise of the present study was that the major frame of reference to be 
used in studying implementation of the WIN team concept was ttiat provided by the 
program concepts outlined in the WIN Handbook. Under this approach, duties and tasks 
comprising the JAI are developed to represent a detailed outline of the model for WIN 
team functioning. Thus, the first step is that of identifying the major duties or functions 
the team is expected to perform; the next step is identifying the major tasks essential to 
the accomplishment of each major duty. Once the classification of major duties is 
considered acceptable, the criterion for inclusion or exclusion of tasks becomes the 
decision as to whether or not different task statements represent separate activities that 
are generally essential to the accomplishment of the duty area. To the extent that these 
judgments are correct, then the number of task statements in a given duty area reflects 
the number of distinguishable activities necessary to accomplish the duty performance. 

Following the above rationale, the orientation of the JAI is toward the duties and 
tasks the team is expected to perform rather than toward development of detailed 
descriptions for each presently identified job position. Thus, in looking at the final data, 
two questions arise: (a) Which of these duties and tasks, considered important to the WIN 
team concept, are performed by one or more members of the team? (b) Of the duties 
and tasks performed by the team, what is the contribution of each of the current five job 
positions? 

Duty areas and task statements for the JAI were developed primarily from a detailed 
screening of the WIN Handbook. Descriptions were written of each separate activity that 
was expected to be performed at the team staff level. These statements were then 
reviewed by the research staff and grouped into tentative duty area clusters. Throu^ the 
cooperation of the California State WIN sponsor, permission was obtained to discuss and 
review these statements and their tentative duty cluster identifications with staffs of two 
WIN offices-a five-team office in a large SMS A and a single-team office in a small SMSA. 
As a result of these reviews, revisions were made in duty area identifications and task 
statements. 

A tryout form which also included the relative time rating instructions was then 
constructed. Again, with the cooperation of the California WIN sponsor, this inventory 
and tentative forms of the other data collection techniques were administered at two 
office locations. One location was the same five-team site, but with different staff, that 
assisted in the initial review; the second location was a one-team site in a rural 
community. Interview discussions were held with team members and supervisors fcdlowing 
both of these administrations. Revisions indicated by these reviews were primarily a 
matter of darifying wording rather than adding to the task statements. Therefore, 
following these revisions the JAI was printed in its final form. 




SCORING AND ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES TO THE JAI 

Each individual’s JAI was scored by adding the numerical values of the relative time 
ratings he awarded to tasks performed. The relative time rating for each task was then 
expressed as its percentage of the total ratings for all tasks performed. The percentage 
scores for each task performed will be referred to as the individual’s percent of total time 
scores for the given t^jk. 

Since an individual *s percent of total scores add to 100%, percent of total time 
scores for duty areas can be obtained by adding up the percent of total time scores for 
the individual tasks performed by that person within that duty area. 
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Estimates of the relative amount of time expended by the team as a whole in a 
given task or duty area were obtained by summing the respective task or duty area scores 
for all members of the team and dividing this sum by the total number of team members. 
Similariy, by grouping individuals by job position, estimates were made of the relative 
amount of total time expended by that job position in performing the particular task or 
duty area. In this report these data will be presented by team, by the average for teams 
within an office-type category, and by job position within each office-type category. 
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Chapter 3 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 



DESCRIPTION OF WIN TEAM STAFFING 
TEAM STAFFING PATTERNS 

The variety of staffing patterns necessary to describe team composition by job 
position for the 51 teams observed in this research is shown in Table 3-1. The patterns 
are based on information obtained from the office supervisors at the time of U'e data 
collection visits. Ibey include all team member positions as classified in this research with 
the exception of the team supervisor position, which was excluded from consideration 
because individuals in that position do not normally perform the ''aseload services 
associated with any one of the team job positions. 

The patterns in Table 3-1 are grouped in terms of the number of team positions 
staffed; these groups are further subdivided in terms of the identity of the positions 
staffed. The table lists a total of 15 staffing patterns, ranging from a sinjde six-position 
pattern to the two variants of the two-position patterns. 

The righ . side of Table 3-1 shows the number of teams in each office-type category 
that were staffed in each of the 15 staffing patterns. While the basic five-position pattern 
(excluding orientation specialist) occurred most often, it included only 45%, or 23, of the 
51 teams studied. 

The figures at the bottom of Table 3-1 show the number of patterns in which each 
job position is represented and the number of patterns represented among the teams 
observed in each office-type category. It will be noted that counselors are the most 
regularly represented (14 out of 15 patterns), with the coaches and job developers next 
(11 out of 15 patterns each). The diversity of team staffing patterns is illustrate by the 
figures in the bottom of the right side of the taUe which show the number of staffing 
patterns represented among the teams in each office type. 

Eight staffing patterns were represented among the 10 teams observed in Office 
Type I; six staffing patterns among the 11 teams in Office Type II, as well as the 11 
teams in Office Type III; four patterns among the 10 teams of Office Type IV; and seven 
patterns among the nine teams observed from Office Type V. 

The majority of teams from each of the five office types had either a four- or a 
five-position staffing pattern. Looking at the five-position staffing patterns in Table 3-1, it 
can be seen that the coach, coimsdor, and job developer are consistently represented 
with the variations being among the other three job positions. In the four-position 
patterns, only the counselor is consistently represented. However, a check of the number 
of teams having each of the four-position patterns shows that omission of the coach is 
imique to one pattern, and this pattern is represented by only one team. Thus, on the 
four-position teams the most consistent staffing is for the coach and counsdor positions. 
The third position most consistently staffed is the clerical position. The fourth position 
staffed is as often the job developer as it is the work-training specialist. 

The diversity of staffing patterns raises questions such as: Does a WIN team perform 
the same duties and tasks, accomplish the same caseload functions, regardless of how it is 
staffed? Do some of these differences in team staffing pattern reflect efforts to 



Table 3 -1 

TMm Staffing Pattams 



Taam Member Job Poeition 



Pattern 

Type 


Co9dh 


Coun> 

Mlort 


Job 

Dtvtl> 

optri 


Work- 

“riinJng 

SpwMitt 


Clarkrol 


Orion' 
tot ion 
Spocialiit 


6 Position 
6.0 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 



Number of Taemi 
With Staffing Pattern 



Office Type 


Total 


1 


M 


Ml 


IV 


V 



1 



0 0 2 



0 3 



5 Position 

5.0 X X 

51 X X 

5.2 X X 



XX X 3555220 

XX X 0 1 0 0 0 1 

X X X 0 1 1 0 1 3 



4 Position 

4.0 X X X 

4.1 XXX 

4.2 X 

4.3 X X X 

4.4 X X 



X 

X 

X 



X 

X 

X 



X 

X 



0 

1 

1 

1 

1 



0 

1 

0 

0 

2 



1 

0 

0 

2 

0 



0 

0 

0 

1 

2 



1 

0 

0 

2 

1 



2 

2 

1 

6 

6 



3 Position 

3.0 X 

3.1 

32 X 

3.3 



X X 

X X 
X X 

XXX 



X 



0 

1 

0 

0 



0 10 0 1 
0 0 0 0 1 
1 0 0 0 1 
0 10 12 



2 Position 
2.0 

2.1 X 



X 

X 



1 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 1 1 



Total 

Teams 46 



50 42 37 40 10 10 11 11 10 9 51 



Total 

Patterns 11 14 11 9 7 



5 8 6 6 4 7 15 



differentially taUor the nature of the services provided? In addition to the walyses of job 
activity data presented in this report, the answers to these questions will require the 
further analyses of data to be accomplished in Phase II. 



SUMMARY OF JOB POSITIONS STAFFED AND LEVEL OF STAFFING 




The number of teams whose staff included one or inore of Mch of toe »^n 
eam-member job positions is presented in Table 3-2. The lower porti^ of this table 
ummoizes toe n^ber of teams that utilise 

nembers) to accomplish deUvery of some of the cwload functions, ju^ 

jolumn on toe right side of the table gives the total number of 

nember position, and in the lower portion, the number of teams utilizing specialized 
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services staff; the second summary column gives the total number of occupants in each 
team-member job position. Comparison of the two columns indicates that multiple 
occupancy of team-member job positions is not frequent. Specific tallies made indicate 
that of the 46 teams that have coaches, nine have more than one; of the 50 teams staffed 
with counselors, 11 have more than one. The close correspondence of number of teams 
and total numter of occupants for each of the remaining team job positions completes 
the general impression that the number of team members and number of different job 
positions staffed on each team generally occur in a one-to-one correspondence. 

The lower part of Table 3-2 indicates that most of the WIN teams are expected to 
provide all of the WIN caseload functions for their group of enrollees. The major 
exception to this occurs in Office Type V (large SivlSA: four or more teams in same 
office). 

Table 3-2 

Number of Teams with One or More Staff in Indicated Job Position Category 



Job Poiition 




Office Type 




Totals 


Total 

Occupants 


1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


10 

Teams 


11 

Teams 


11 

Teams 


10 

Teams 


9 

Teams 


51 

Teams 


A. Team Members 
















Coach 


7 


11 


10 


10 


8 


46 


60 


Counselor 


9 


11 


11 


10 


9 


50 


62 


Job Developer 


8 


8 


11 


8 


7 


42 


45 


Work-Training Specialist 


7 


9 


7 


9 


5 


37 


42 


Clerical 


8 


8 


8 


10 


6 


40 


40 


Orientation Specialist 


3 


3 


1 


2 


1 


10 


12 


Team Supervisor/Leader 


5 


5 


4 


1 


0 


IS 
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Office Type 




















Totals 






1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 






B. Specialized Services Staff 
















Orientation 


0 


1 


0 


1 


3 


5 


a 


Other 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5 


5 


a 



*Total occupant figurn are not given for the Specialized Service Staff lince theie represent extra-team 
rstouroet. In this data collection interest centered only in obtaining one representative from each 
different specialized service. 



STAFF REPRESENTATION IN THIS DATA COLLECTION 



ERIC 



Table 3-3 presents the number of occupants staffing the various team-member job 
positions and, of these, the number obtained as respondents to the WAl. The lower part 
of the table presents incidence and number of specialized (non-team member) services 
staff required for our objectives and, of these, the number of representatives from whom 
data were obtained. The number of team members staffing each of the 51 teams and the 
incidence and number of specialized services staff required for t!ie research objectives are 
based on information obtained from the office supervisor at the time of the data 
collection visit. The distribution of team member occupants over job positions, as shown 
in Table 3-3, is based on the job position information given by the individual in response 
to Item 7 of the Background Information (Bl) section of the WAl. Classification of team 
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Table 3-3 



Number of Occupants in Each Job Position Compared with 
Number Who Completed Work Activities Inventory 



Job Position 




Office Type 




Job 

Position 

Totals 


1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


A. Team Members 
Coach 














Occupants 


8 


17 


13 


13 


9 


60 


Respondents 


8 


17 


12 


12 


8 


57 


Counselor 


Occupants 


12 


11 


14 


13 


12 


62 


Respondents 


11 


11 


14 


13 


12 


61 


Job Developer 


Occupants 


8 


8 


13 


9 


7 


45 


Respondents 


8 


8 


13 


7 


7 


43 


Work-Training Specialist 


Occupants 


8 


10 


8 


10 


6 


42 


Respondents 


8 


10 


8 


10 


6 


42 


Clerical 


Occupants 


8 


8 


8 


10 


6 


40 


Respondents 


6 


8 


8 


9 


6 


37 


Orientation Specialist 


Occupants 


4 


4 


1 


2 


1 


12 


Respondents 


3 


3 


1 


1 


0 


8 


Team Supervisors 


Occupants 


5 


5 


4 


1 


0 


15 


Respondents 


5 


5 


4 


1 


0 


15 


B. Specialized Services Staff 
Orientation 


Sections 


0 


1 


0 


5 


3 


9 


Respondents 


0 


0 


0 


5 


3 


8 


Other 


Sections 


0 


0 


0 


0 


10 


10 


Respondents 


0 


0 


0 


0 


10 


10 


Office-Type Totals 
Team Members 


Occupants 


53 


63 


61 


58 


41 


276 


Respondents 


49 


62 


60 


53 


39 


263 


Specialized Services Staff 


Sections 


0 


1 


0 


5 


13 


19 


Respondents 


0 


0 


0 


5 


13 


18 
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members or specialized services staff from whom we were unable to get WAI data is 
based on the office supervisor’s information. 

A comparison of the number of occupants and number of respondents for each of 
the cells in Table 3-3 identifies the missing data by job position and office type. Of the 
total of 276 team members, we were able to collect data from 95%, or 263. Three of the 
13 from whom data were not collected were new employees who had been on the job 
less than one month; one person refused to respond, and the remainder were either ill or 
on vacation. The same response rate occurred for the 19 specialized services staff from 
whom we were able to collect data— 95%, or 18. The one from which data were not 
collected was a contract agency which had, at the time of visit, conducted only one 
orientation class for the particular team’s enrollees. 

The 13 cases of missing team member data are distributed over 11 teams— two 
teams, one in Office Type I and the other in Office Type IV, having two cases each. 
Since there are only a few missing cases, and they are distributed thinly over job 
positions, teams, and office types, the effects of their absence on the descriptive analyses 
to be presented in this report are considered negligible. 



JOB EXPERIENCE, EDUCATION, AND TRAINING OF WIN STAFF 

Job experience information reported is based on answers to three questions: (a) Did 
the respondent work for the Employment Services (ES) prior to his assignment to the 
WIN staff? (b) How long has the respondent been working as a WIN staff member? 
(c) How long has the respondent been a WIN staff member at his present office location? 

Distribution of Staff With Employment Service Job History 

Since the WIN Program is operated and staffed by Employment Service, one might 
expect the majority of the staff to have been assigned from other Employment Service 
duties. However, it might also be noted that WIN, as wdl as other programs launched 
under the Human Resources Development (HRD) concept, required an expansion of 
Employment Service staff. Thus, in studying the composition of the present 51 teams it 
is of value to determine how staff with prior Employment Service experience and staff 
hired for WIN positions were distributed over teams, iob positions, and office types. 

Table 3*4 presents the percentage of respondents classified in terms of their current 
WIN job position, who were working for the Employment Service prior to their assign- 
ment to the WIN staff. The entries for job position within each office type are based on 
number of respondents as presented in Table 3-3. They are included here to illustrate the 
range of percentages found among job position and office-type categories. Overall, 49% of 
the team members from these 51 offices were working for the Employment Service prior 
to their WIN assignments. The rdative frequency with which this was found for all 
respondents in each office type is summarized in the bottom rows of Table 3-4. 

The percentage of people in each job position category who have prior Employment 
Service job history is summarized in the right-hand column of Table 3-4. The proportion 
of respondents with prior Employment Service experience falls to less than 50% in only 
two of the team-member job position categories— coach and clerical. Thus, in the 51 
teams, the majority of coaches and clerks were new to the Employment Service when 
they started working as WIN staff. In contrast, two-thirds of the job developers and 
almost as many of the work-training Specialists (62%) came to the WIN staff from other 
Employment Service assignments. Respondents in the job position of counselor with 
Employment Service experience prior to WIN are slightly more than a majority (54%). Of 
the eight orientation specialists considered to be team members, five (62%) had prior 
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Table 3-4 



Respondents With Job Experience in Employment Service 
Prior to WIN Assignment 

(Percent} 



Job Position 


Office Type 


Percent Total 
Each Job 
Position 


1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


A. Team Members 














Coach 


25 


6 


25 


42 


37 


25 


Counselor 


55 


36 


71 


62 


42 


54 


Job Developer 


50 


62 


69 


100 


57 


67 


Work -Training Specialist 


62 


70 


75 


50 


50 


62 


Clerical 


17 




12 


44 


50 


24 


Orientation Specialist 


33 


67 


100 


100 




62 


Team Supervisor/Leader 


80 


100 


100 


100 




93 


B. Specialized Services Staff 














Orientation 








80 


67 


75 


Other 










30 


30 


Other Type Totals 














A. Team Members 


47 


39 


57 


58 


46 


49 


B. Specialized Services Staff 






80 


38 


50 



Employment Service experience. Fourteen of the 15 team supervisors had prior 
Employment Service experience. 

WIN Staff Experience and Months at Present Location 

In many localities, as enrollment grew and the program developed, staff has been 
supplemented by transfers from other Employment Service assignments; staff has also 
been dispersed to new locations, reorganized, and supplemented with newly hired 
personnel. Thus, the fact that an individual was an Employment Service employee prior 
to assignment to the WIN staff doesn’t insure that he will have more WIN staff 
experience than WIN personnel without prior Emfioyment Service experience. In 
addition, the fact that an individual has been working as a WIN staff member for a given 
number of months does not mean that he has been working in the same WIN office for 
that period of time. In considering WIN staff experience, our interest was in first 
determining the general level of experience with the WIN program exhibited by staff in 
each office-type category and the uniformity of experience for the different office types. 
The next question concerns the nature of the correspondence between total experience as 
staff in the WIN program and length of time as WIN staff at the present office site. 

Table 3-5 summarizes responses regarding WIN staff experience by the respondents 
in each of the five office types. The set of means in the upper part of the table 
represents the average number of months the respondents in each office type have 
worked with the WIN program. Our interest was restricted to the means for team 
members. These means appear very uniform with the exception of Office Type IV in 
which the staff averaged approximately three months more in total WIN program 
experience than did staff of the other office types. 



Table 3-5 



Means and Standard Deviations by Office Type and 
Amount of Experience 

(Total Months Experience as WIN Staff and at Present WIN Location) 



A. Total Months of Experience as WIN Staff 




Team Members 


Specialized Services 
Staff 


Office Type 


Office Type 


1 II III IV V 


IV V 



Number of 

Respondents 49 62 60 53 39 5 13 

Mean 15.2 15.2 15.2 18.2 14.4 8.4 14.7 

SD 7.9 9J 9.7 9.0 9.0 9.3 9.1 



B. Months of WIN Staff Experience at Present Office Location 




Team Members 


Specialized Services 
Staff 




Office Type 


Office Type 




1 


II 


m 


IV 


V 


IV 


V 


Number of 
Respondents 


49 


62 


60 


53 


39 


5 


13 


Mean 


14.4 


13.2 


13.7 


16.9 


13.8 


4.2 


12.2 


SD 


8.0 


9.8 


9.7 


8.8 


8.9 


0.4 


8.4 



The second set of means in Table 3-5 represents the average number of months staff 
in each office-type category have performed their jobs at their present locations. The 
means for team member personnel generally parallel those for total WIN experience, with 
experience at present location showing a one- to two-month drop in average magnitude. 

Differences in experience level, particularly in a team setting, would be expected to 
be most important as the proportion of staff who are newcomers to the team increases. 
Table 3-6 presents the distributions for months of total WIN experience and for months 
of experience at present office location. These distributions are presented in terms of the 
percentage of respondents in each office type whose experience falls into one of three 
monthly categories. The one- to six-month category is most important to this discussion. 
It was chosen to represent £m early break-in period during which one generally might 
expect the incumbent to be less effective in working with enrollees and other team 
members than in subsequent months. Generally consistent with the corresponding shift in 
means shown in Table 3-5, the relative frequency of newcomers (1 to 6 months) shows a 
slight increase in Table 3-6 as one moves firom the distribution for total months of WIN 
staff experience to the distribution in the lower part of the table for months of 
experience at present office location. The one exception is Office Type IV in which the 
relative frequency remains the same. 

Of pzurticular interest was the distribution for newcomers (1 to 6 months) in the 
lower part of Table 3-6, that is, the shortest interval of time at their present office 



Table 3-6 



Distribution of Respondents in Each Office Type 

(Total Months Experience as WIN Staff and at Present WIN Location) 

(Percent) 





A. 


Months of Experience as WIN Staff 










Team Members 




Specialized Sen/ices 
Staff 


Number of 
Months 


Office Type 


Office Type 




1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


IV 


V 


1- 6 


16 


34 


27 


13 


26 


80 


23 


7- 18 


57 


29 


37 


40 


36 




54 


19-38 


27 


37 


37 


47 


38 


20 


23 


B. Months of WIN Staff Experience at Present Office Location 




Number of 


Team Members 


Specialized Sen/ices 
Staff 


Months 


Office Type 


Office Type 




I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


IV 


V 


1 - 6 


20 


40 


32 


13 


28 


100 


31 


7- 18 


57 


31 


38 


45 


38 




54 


19-38 


22 


29 


30 


42 


33 
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location. In general, these people are new to the WIN program and are also still in an 
initial break-in period with the other team members at their present office location. 

The team identity of incumbents having completed only 1-6 months experience at 
their present office location was examined to determine whether they were spread 
uniformly across teams in an office type or concentrated on just a few teams. The 
general tendency was for the short-experience incumbents to be distributed at the rate of 
one to two per team. Thus, the 10 staff newcomers who had been at their present 
location six months or less in Office Type I were distributed over six of the 10 teams; 
the 25 newcomers in Office Type II were distributed over 10 of the 11 teams; the 19 in 
Office Type III were distributed over all 11 teams; the seven in Office Type IV were 
distributed over four of the 10 teams, and the 11 newcomers in Office Type V are 
distributed over all nine teams. In this discussion, we have not considered the specialized 
staff personnel since they are present only in Office Types IV and V, and then only in 
association with a few of the teams. 

The mean number of months team members had worked at their present office 
location provides an index for each team of the extent of the team members’ experience 
in working with one another. In Table 3-7 it can be seen that 10% of the 51 teams have 
a mutual experience factor of six months or less; the majority (57%) have a mutual 
experience factor in the middle range, that is, seven to 18 months, and 33% have a 
mutual experience factor of 19 months or more. 

In summary, the percentage of the present WIN staff who might be considered 
newcomers (1 to 6 months) to WIN staff positions ranges by office type from a low of 

25 
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Table 3-7 



Team Distribution Based on Mean Number of Months 
Team Members Worked at Present Locations 

(Number of Teams) 



Number of 




Office Type 




Total 


Percent 

of 

Total 


Months 


1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


1 - 6 


1 


2 


1 


0 


1 


5 


10 


7-18 


7 


4 


8 


5 


5 


29 


57 


19-38 


2 


5 


2 


5 


3 


17 


33 


Total 


Teams 


10 


11 


11 


10 


9 


51 


100 



13% in Office Type IV to a high of 34% in Office Type II. With the exception of Office 
Type IV in which the percentage remains the same, the percentage of staff who would be 
considered newcomers in working with staff at their present office location increases 
slightly and ranges from the 13% of Office Type IV to the 40% of staff in Office Type 
II. In looking further, these newcomers tend to be distributed fairly evenly at the rate of 
one to two per team within each office type. The majority of the WIN teams observed in 
this study were staffed in a four-to-five job position staffing pattern with generally only 
one team member per job position. Thus, the next question to be considered is the 
possibility that the newcomers to the team tend to be identified with only one or two of 
the team-member job positions. 

Table 3-8 focuses on the proportion of job position respondents in each office type 
who have been at their present office location six months or less. These figures are of 
principal interest in terms of what th^ may reflect regarding the stability or extent to 
which given job positions have become established as part of the team structure within 
the five office types. 

In Office IVpe I it would appear that coaches, job developers, and clerks are the 
most firmly established based on longevity. Office Types II and III appear to be in a 
greater state of flux with regard to staffing all of the basic team member positions. 
Particularly notable in Office Type II is the fact that approximately 50% of both the 
coaches and job developers are relative newcomers to the present office location. Office 
Type IV is notable for its relatively high level of stability in all team member positions; 
even in this case however, 23% of the counselors would be considered newcomers at their 
present office location. In Office Type V it is the counselors and work-training specialists 
who appear in terms of longevity at the present office site. A question to be considered 
in greater detail in the Phase II analyses is whether there is any difference in the 
functions performed by the relatively inexperienced team member as opposed to the 
more experienced members. 

Educational Background of WIN Staff Respondents 

The percentage of respondents in each office type in terms of the highest level of 
formal education attained is shown in Table 3-9. It may be noted that the median for the 
combined office-type distributions lies approximately between the “some college” cate- 
gory and the “college graduate” category. Thus, in terms of the total group of 
respondents, approximately 50% were either college graduates or had gone on to graduate 
school or graduate degrees. 



Table 3-8 



Percent of Respondents in Each Office Type 
With Six Months or Less Experience at Present Location” 



Job Position 


Office T ype 


Percent 
From All 
Office 
Types 


' 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


A. Team Members 














Coach 


12 


53 


33 


17 


50 


35 


Counselor 


36 


36 


21 


23 


17 


26 


Job Developer 


12 


50 


38 


0 


29 


28 


Work -Training Specialist 


25 


30 


25 


10 


17 


21 


Clerical 


17 


25 


50 


11 


33 


27 


Orientation Specialist 


33 


33 


0 


0 




25 


Team Supervisor/Leader 


0 


40 


25 


0 




20 


B. Specialized Services Staff 














Orientation 








100 


33 


75 


Other 










30 


30 


Percent from all Job Positions 














A. Team Members 


20 


40 


32 


13 


28 




B. Specialized Services Staff 






100 


31 





^Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 



Table 3-9 

Education of WIN Staff Respondents Summarized 
by Office Type Category® 



Office 

Type 


Less than 
High School 
Graduate 


High School 
Graduate 


College 


College 

Graduate 


Graduate 

School 


Graduate 

Degree 


Total N 


1 




14 


39 


18 


20 


8 


49 


II 


2 


23 


32 


13 


18 


13 


62 


III 


2 


23 


32 


23 


15 


5 


60 


IV 


2 


19 


33 


15 


17 


14 


58 


V 




19 


25 


23 


23 


10 


52 


Average 


1 


20 


32 


19 


18 


10 


281 



^Percent reporting the given level as the highest level attained. 



Table 3-9 presents data regarding highest level of education attained. Table 3-10 
provides the same data, but summarizes it for job position categories. It should be noted 
that high school graduate includes those that may have qualified through high school 
equivalency examinations. The category “some college” includes any two-year or four- 
year college attendance short of obtaining a four-year college degree. 



Table 3-10 



Education of WIN Staff Respondents Summarized by Job Position^ 



Job Position 


Amount of Formal Education Completed 


High 

School 


High 

School 

Graduate 


College 


College 

Graduate 


Graduate 

School 


Graduate 

Degree 


Total N 


A. Team Members 
















Coach 


2 


35 


51 


10 




2 


57 


Counselor 






3 


29 


43 


25 


61 


Job Developer 


2 


14 


42 


26 


14 


2 


43 


Work-Training Specialist 


2 


9 


43 


29 


12 


5 


42 


Clerical 




57 


43 








37 


Orientation Specialist 






12 


13 


50 


25 


8 


Team Supervisor/Leader 




7 


27 


13 


33 


20 


15 


B. Specialized Services Staff 
















Orientation 




12 


13 


12 


25 


38 


8 


Other 




30 


10 


10 


40 


10 


10 


Percent of All Respondents 


1 


20 


32 


19 


18 


10 


281 



^Percent reporting the given level as the highest level attained. 



In-Service Training for Current WIN Job Duties 

Respondents were asked to check whether or not, since joining the WIN staff, they 
had received training which they considered directly relevant to their current WIN job 
duties. If they checked “yes,” they were asked to describe the nature or purpose of the 
training, the agency conducting the training, and the month and year in which they 
received this training. Analyses of these write-in responses had not been completed at the 
time this report was being prepared. The data to be presented here deal only with the 
“yes” and “no” responses and should be regarded simply as an index of whether the 
respondent has been exposed to one or more sessions dealing with some aspect of WIN 
program objectives or procedures which he considers relevant to his current job duties. 

Table 3-11 presents the percentage of respondents in each office type who reported 
“yes,” “no,” or gave no response to the in-service training question. There tends to be a 
higher rate of “yes” responses from the one-team offices (Office Types I, II, and III) 
than from the multi-team offices (Office Types IV and V). 

Table 3-12 presents the distribution of responses to the in-service training question 
by job position for the total number of respondents in each job position, disregarding 
office type. The present discussion will focus primarily on the five major team-member 
job positions. 

First, if we disregard office type and consider, for each job position, the percentage 
of respondents who report having received in-service training as WIN staff, more than 
50% of the respondents in each of the five job positions answered affirmatively. Starting 
with the job position having the highest percent “yes” response, rankings would be: 
work-training specijdist (86%); counselors (85%); coaches (75%); job developers (74%), 
and clerical (57%). 

As noted previously, however, the proportion of team members from Office Types 
IV and V (the multi-team offices) who have received in-service training tends to be lower 
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Table 3-11 



Percent^ of WIN Staff Summarized by 
Office-Type Category Concerning 
In-Service Training‘s 



Office 

Type 


Percent of Respondents 


Total 

N 


Yes 


No 


N.R. 


1 


84 


16 




49 


II 


78 


19 


3 


62 


III 


87 


13 




60 


IV 


69 


31 




58 


V 


62 


38 




52 


Total 


76 


23 


1 


281 



^Percentages have been rounded to the 
nearest whole number. 

^Received In-Service Training relevant to 
their WIN duties (Yes). 

Did not receive In^ervice Training (No). 
Failed to respond to question (N.R.). 




Table 3-12 



Percent of WIN Staff Summarized by 
Job Position Concerning In-Service Training^ 



Job Position 


Percent of Respondents 


Total N 


Yes 


No 


N.R. 


A. Team Members 










Coach 


75 


23 


2 


57 


Counselor 


85 


15 


0 


61 


Job Developer 


74 


26 


0 


43 


Work -Training Specialist 


86 


14 


0 


42 


Clerical 


57 


43 


0 


37 


Orientation Specialist 


87 


12 


0 


8 


Team Supervisor/Leader 


80 


13 


7 


15 


B. Specialized Services Staff 


Orientation 


62 


37 


0 


8 


Other 


50 


50 


0 


10 


Percent of All Respondents 


76 


23 


1 


281 



^Received In-Service Training relevant to their WIN duties (Yes). 
Did not receive In-Service Training (No). 

Failed to respond to question 



than in the other office-types (one-team offices). Figure 3-1 displays graphically the data 
from Table 3-12 concerning the percentage of respondents in each team member position 
within each office type who reported they had received relevant in-service training. If, in 
examining this figure, we adopt an arbitrary cutting point at the 80% level, we find that 



42 



I 



29 






only one of the five team member positions in Office Type I is below it, three of the five 
for Office Type II, one of the five in Office Type 111, and four of the five team member 
positions in Office Type IV and Office Type V are represented below this 80% cutting 
point. 



Percent of Job Position Respondents in Each Office-Type Category 
Who Received In-Service Training Relevant to WIN Duties 



Office Type I 
0 Coach 

• Counselor 

□ Job Developer 

■ Work-Training Specialist 
o Clerical 

Office Type II 
0 Coach 

• Counselor 

□ Job Developer 

■ Work-Training Specialist 
^ Clerical 

Office Type III 
0 Coach 
a Counselor 

□ Job Developer 

■ Work-Training Specialist 
^ Clerical 

Office Type IV 
0 Coach 

• Counselor 

□ Job Developer 

a Work-Training Specialist 
o Clerical 
Office Type V 
0 Coach 

• Counselor 

□ Job Developer 

■ Work -Training Specialist 
o Clerical 




Figure 3-1 



In general, as one scans across office types among the present respondents, coaches, 
job developers, and clerical personnel show the greatest variation in percentage who have 
received training. Counselors and work-training specialists tend to show the least variation 
and the greatest proportion of team-member respondents who have been exposed to 
in-service training. 
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DUTIES AND TASKS PERFORMED 



DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL TEAM EFFORT OVER MAJOR DUTY AREAS 

The 10 major duty areas used in organizing the 82 task statements (items) of the 
Job Activities Inventory (JAI) are listed in Table 3 13 along with the number and the 
percentage of the total task statements representing each duty area. The task statements 
contained in each duty area are listed in the copy of the inventory in Appendix C. 

The individual respondent’s percent time scores for each task statement within a 
given duty area were summed to yield his percent time score for the duty area. Team 
members* responses were then pooled to obtain an estimate of the team’s relative 

Table 3-13 



Description of Major Duty Areas From 
Job Activities Inventory With Number and 
Percent of Total Task Statements Contained in Each Duty Area 





Task Statements 


Duty Area Description 


Number 


Percent of 
Total 


(1) Receives and Processes Welfare Department Referral Forms 


7 


8 


(2) Accomplishes Enrollment and Initial Assessment of 
Applicants 


8 


10 


(3) Accomplishes Initial Assignment of Enrollee 


5 


6 


(4) Assists Enrollee in Developing Vocational Goals and 
Plans for Attaining these Goals 


10 


12 


(5) Assists Enrollee in Obtaining Needed Services and 
Supervises his Progress during Enrollment 


13 


16 


(6) Conducts Determinations in Case of Applicant/Enrollee 
Referred for Determination Decision 


9 


11 


(7) Provides Education and Work, and Training Component 
Resources to Service the Job Preparation Needs of 
WIN Enrollees 


6 


7 


(8) Develops and/or Locates Job Opportunities for WIN 
Enrollees 


8 


10 


(9) Performs Internal Team Management Functions Necessary 
to Coordinate and Support Team Member Efforts with the 
Individual Enrolleei 


8 


10 


(10) Performs Clerical Duties Required for Initiation and 
Maintenance of Records and Preparation of Reports 


8 


10 


Totals 


82 


100 
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distribution of effort over the duties represented in the JAI. Percent time scores for the 
team as a unit were obtained for each duty area by summing the given duty area scores 
for all of that team’s respondents; these sums were then di^aded by the number of team 
respondents to yield the team’s percent time score for each given duty area. 

Table 3*14 presents, for each office-type category, the average of the team’s percent 
time scores for each of the 10 duty areas. The 10 means shown for each office type tota^ 
100%- that is, they show, for each office type, the relative distribution of a hypothetic^ 
(average) team’s time over the 10 major duty areas. The duty area means shown in Table 
3-14 are plotted in Figure 3-2, to illustrate the close correspondence of the duty area 

means for each office type. 




EQUAL TIME REFERENCE POINTS 

It was noted earlier staffing patterns for teams studied in this research varied widely 
within each of the five office-type categories. For this reason, rather than discuss relative 
distribution of time over duty areas on the basis of office-type means, it is more 
informative to consider the distribution of team scores upon which the office-type means 
are based. This discussion will utilize “equal time-level’’ as a standard frame of reference, 
this standard is not dependent upon office-type means and identifies duty areas in which 
teams appear to expend proportionately more or less effort. 

An individual’s percent time score for a given duty area was obtained by summing 
his percent time scores for the individual items within that duty area. Thus, 
individual performed each of the 82 items comprising the JAI and rated each as equal in 
time, his percent time scores for each duty area would bear a one-to-one relationship 
with the percentage of the 82 items that pertains to each duty area. These percentages, 
the standard frame of reference, rounded to the nearest whole number, are presented in 
Table 3-13; these values are called “equal time reference points.’’ 

To identify differences in the level of effort teams expend in given duty areas, the 
percent time scores based on the standard reference frame are shown in conjunction with 
actual time scores computed for teams. Use of this frame of reference does not, of 
course, imply how the teams should distribute their time. It does, however, allow ready 
comparison of teams or description of the relative time emphasis a team gives to different 

duty areas. . 

Figures 3-3 through 3-7 present the distribution of team scores (percent time) in 

conjunction with an equal time reference curve for each office type separately. The 
individual team scores shown are those upon which the office-type means in Table 3-14 

are based. , j * 

Examination of the distribution of team scores (percent time) for each duty area in 

Office Type I (Figure 3-3) indicates that these teams are highly consistent in giving 
greatest relative time emphasis to tasks concerned with vocational planning (Duty Area 4) 
and those concerned with supportive services and monitoring of enrollee progress (Duty 
Area 5). Duty areas in which the relative expenditure of team time tends to f^l 
consistently at or below the equal time reference points are those concerned with initial 
assignment of enrollees (Duty Area 3), conducting determinations (Duty Area 6), job 
development (Duty Area 8), and internal team management functions (Duty Area 9). 

In scanning the distribution of teams on each duty area in the remaining four office 
types (Figures 3-4 through 3-7), it will be found that with the exception of Duty Area 
10, these distributions look quite similar to those described for Office Type I. Duty Area 
10 contains tasks concerned with records maintenance and procedures. Office Type I 
comprises the only group of teams that exhibit an even split above and below the equal 
time reference point for this duty area. In the other four office types, record keeping is a 
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Table 3-14 



Relative Distribution of Time 
Over the 10 Duty Areas for 
Average Team in Each 
Office-Type Category* 



III 


Mean of Teem Percent 
Time Scores 


Office Type 


1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


1 


9 


9 


8 


8 


6 


2 


10 


9 


9 


10 


9 


3 


5 


5 


4 


5 


5 


4 


15 


15 


15 


16 


15 


5 


20 


17 


19 


19 


20 


6 


7 


6 


6 


5 


5 


7 


8 


7 


8 


7 


8 


8 


8 


7 


7 


6 


8 


9 


7 


8 


8 


5 


6 


10 


11 


15 


16 


18 


18 


Total Percent 


100 


96 


100 


99 


100 



*Mwn percent tinie Kom computed for 
eech office type on the betit of eech 
mm*t parotnt itmt tcort for ooch 

duty «fM. Ptroontogn h«v« beon roundod 
to tht n— r m vdKdt mimbor. 

Relative Distribution of Time Over 10 Duty Arees for Average Team in 
Each Office-Type Catagory 






Figure 3*2 
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Comparison of Each Team's Relative Time Scores With 

Equal Time Reference Points for 10 Duty Areas: Office Type I 




NOTE: Offic* Typ» I consists of offictt stsffsd with ons tssm, locstsd In rursi or smsM urban community 
(population up to 50»000). 



Figure 3-3 



Comparison of Each Team's Relative Time Scores With 

Equal Time Reference Points for 10 Duty Areas: Office Type II 

Lins graph curva raprasanti 




NOTE: Offle* Typ« II con«l«t» «♦ efflem with on* nmm, loeatMl In • comnr>unltv of 80,000- 

260,000 popuUtion (•mall SMSA). 

Figur* 3-4 
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Comparison of Each Team's Relative Time Scores With 

Equal Time Reference Points for 10 Duty Areas: Office Type III 




NOTE: Offic# Typ# III conslttt of officM stafftd with one teem, located In a community of greater than 
250.000 population (large SMSA). 



Figure 3-5 



Comparison of Each Team's Relative Time Scores With 

Equal Time Reference Points for 10 Duty Areas: Office Type IV 




NOTE: Offle« Typ« IV eoottatt of offlcos otoffod wllh t»*o or throo tooms, locoMd In • lorgo SMSA community. 

Figure 3^ 



O 
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Comparison of Each Team's Relative Time Scores With 

Equal Time Reference Points for 10 Duty Areas: Office Type V 




NOTE: Office Type V contim of officet staffed with four or more teams, located n a large SMSA 
community. 



Figure 3-7 



duty area in which teams’ scores are found above the equal time reference point with a 
high degree of consistency. 

In summary, these distributions indicate that teams from Office Types II, III, IV, 
and V give, with high consistency, their greatest relative time emphasis to tasks concerned 
with record keeping (Duty Area 10). Next in order of team consistency and including all 
office types, is the extra time emphasis given to tasks concerned with provision of 
supportive services and monitoring of enrollee progress (Duty Area 5). And Anally, lower 
in degree of team consistency, but still notable for all office types, is the extra time 
emphasis given to tasks concerned with vocational planning (Duty Area 4). 

Duty areas in which teams of all office types consistently show lower relative time 
scores than the equal time reference points are those containing tasks concerned with 
conducting determinations (Duty Area 6), initial assignment of enrollees (Duty Area 3), 
job development (Duty Area 8), and internal team management functions (Duty Area 9). 

The preceding description leaves three duty areas in which team scores tend to be 
either tightly clustered at the equal time reference points or relatively evenly dispersed on 
both sides of this point. These three duty areas contain tasks dealing with; receipt and 
processing of referrals (Duty Area 1); enrollment and initial assessment (Duty Area 2), 
and provision and monitoring of education, work, and training component resources 
(Duty Area 7). 




DISTRIBUTION OF DUTY PERFORMANCE OVER JOB POSITIONS 

A major objective of this research was to obtain a description of how duties are 
distributed among the different job positions represented on the team, and to answer the 
question, does each job position have its own characteristic duty-sphere of activity? 
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Mean percent time scores were computed to express the relative amount of time 
expended by each job position in each of the 10 duty areas. These means, computed for 
each office type separately, are presented in Tables 3-15 through 3-19. The means in 
these tables are based on the full number of staff classified in each job position. 

To permit visual inspection of the relative time distribution each job position 
exhibits over the 10 duty areas, the meeuis for the five basic team-member job positions 
are plotted in Figures 3-8 through 3-12. Since almost 50% of the teams in the single-team 
offices (Office Types I, II, and III) had team supervisors whose primary function was 
supervision rather than performance of one of the other job positions, means for this 
position were also plotted and are shown in Figure 3-13. 

Inspection of Figures 3-8 through 3-12 indicates that the relative distribution of 
time over the 10 duty areas for each job position shows a pattern that remains essentially 
the same regardless of the specific office-type category to which the respondents belong. 

In inspecting Figures 3-8 through 3-12 for evidence of duty area specialization by 
the respective job positions, the notion of the equal time reference points used earlier in 
discussing distribution of the team’s total effort (Figures 3-3 through 3-7) is useful. Duty 
area specialization is indicated when the mean relative time score for a duty area lies 
above the equal time reference point. In Figures 3-8 through 3-12 the shaded portion 
depicts the area lying at or below the equal time reference curve connecting these points 
for each duty area. The larger the mean relative tim^* score is, compared to the equal 
time reference point, the greater is the proportion of the occupants’ time that is being 
spent in the given duty area and, hence, the greater the degree of his specialization in 
that duty area. 

From the equal time reference points, it can be seen in Figure 3-8 that mean relative 
time scores for the coaches consistently appear at or above the reference points in two 
duty areas — supportive services and monitoring of enrollee progress (Duty Area 5), r.nd 
record keeping (Duty Area 10). Of these two. Duty Area 5 is clearly the outstanding area 
of emphasis. 

Counselors’ (Figure 3-9) mean relative time scores appear at or above the reference 
points in four areas; the greatest emphasis is in employability planning which also 
includes orientation (Duty Area 4). A secondary area of specialization is supportive 
services and monitoring of enrollee progress (Duty Area 5). Additional areas with 
apparently lesser time emphasis are initial assignment of enrollees (Duty Area 3), and 
monitoring and provision of education, work, and training component resources (Duty 
Area 7). 

Job developers (Figure 3-10) show mean relative time scores above the equal time 
reference points consistently in two areas. Their most prominent area of specialization is 
job development (Duty Area 8). Monitoring and provision of education, work, and 
training component resources (Duty Area 7) appears as a secondary area of specialization. 

Work-training specialists’ (Figure 3-11) mean relative time scores occur consistently 
at or above the reference points in two duty areas: monitoring and provision of 
education, work, and training component resources (Duty Area 7), and enrollment and 
initial assessment of applicants (Duty Area 2). It should be noted that, unlike the 
coaches, counselors, and job developers, the work-training specialists’ relative time curves 
do not have the sharp peaks which indicate relatively high degrees of specialization. This 
suggests that the work-training specialist performs more as a generalist than is true of the 
other basic team member positions. 

Mean relative time scores for the clerical member of the team are above the equal time 
reference points in two duty areas. The most obvious area of emphasis is record keeping 
(Duty Area 10); the second area is receipt and processing of referrals (Duty Area 1). 

Table 3-20 summarizes the observations just noted regarding areas of duty specializa- 
tion and, on this basis, suggests a network of interrelationships among team-member job 
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Table 3-15 



Distribution of Relative Time Estimate Means° 

Over Duty Areas for Each Job Position: Office Type I 

(Percent) 





Team Members 


Major 
Duty Area 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


Orientation 

Specialist 


Team 

Supervisor 




«V = 8 ) 


(A/ = 11) 


W = 8 ) 


00 

n 


W-6) 


(/V - 3) 


{Nr 5 ) 


1 


7.4 


6.7 


12.2 


9.4 


17.6 


2.2 


8.1 


2 


7.5 


12.4 


8.2 


11.8 


6.2 


7.4 


8.8 


3 


4.3 


6.6 


3.5 


5.1 


2.0 


7.2 


4.3 


4 


12.9 


18.1 


11.0 


15.9 


3.7 


40.2 


10.0 


5 


37.3 


18.3 


15.5 


17.5 


8.9 


21.0 


15.6 


6 


3.0 


10.4 


6.1 


5.4 


4.0 


2.7 


11.5 


7 


4.0 


8.6 


13.6 


10.9 


0.6 


4.9 


11.4 


8 


3.2 


5.3 


20.8 


7.9 


0.0 


5.1 


11.4 


9 


7.4 


6.7 


4.6 


8.2 


12.0 


5.2 


9.9 


10 


13.0 


7.0 


4.4 


8.0 


44.8 


4.2 


88 


Total 


100.0 


100.1 


99.9 


100.1 


998 


100.1 


99.9 



Means oased on total number of staff in job position. 



Table 3-16 



Distribution of Relative Time Estimate Means” 

Over Duty Areas for Each Job Position: Office Type II 

(Percent) 





Team Members 


Major 
Duty Area 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


Orientation 

Specialist 


Team 

Supervisor 




W - 17) 


(/V - 11) 


W-8) 


{N - 10) 


W -8) 


WV - 3) 


(/V - 5) 


1 


9.4 


4.3 


7.1 


7.4 


21.5 


1.3 


7.3 


2 


8.7 


88 


9.0 


12.9 


8.9 


18.1 


6.1 


3 


38 


10.0 


4.6 


7.0 


1.3 


7.4 


4.1 


4 


10.7 


25.7 


12.5 


13.6 


0.9 


40.6 


14.7 


5 


29.0 


19.6 


148 


15.5 


3.7 


158 


15.1 


6 


6.1 


5.9 


6.7 


9.1 


48 


2.1 


88 


7 


3.6 


9.7 


11.2 


108 


0.0 


48 


10.9 


8 


3.4 


4.4 


218 


10.4 


0.0 


0.6 


5.4 


9 


7.0 


58 


3.7 


58 


14.4 


1.4 


23.5 


10 


18.2 


5.9 


8.6 


7.6 


448 


8.1 


4.2 


Total 


99.9 


100.1 


100.0 


100.1 


100.0 


100.0 


100.1 



”M«ani tMMd on total number of staff in job position 
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Table 3-17 



Distribution of Relative Time Estimate Means° 

Over Duty Areas for Each Job Position: Office Type III 

(Percent) 



Major 
Duty Area 


Team Membe%$ 




Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work. 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


Orientation 

Specialist 


Team 

Supervisor 


(/V - 12) 


«V- 14) 


(/V - 13) 


H 

00 


(/V -8) 


(/V ■ 1) 


(/V = 4) 


1 


12.9 


4.8 


3.5 


9.4 


14.6 


OjO 


11.2 


2 


11.3 


8.6 


8.7 


11.1 


4.0 


10.4 


6.7 


3 


2.9 


9.1 


3.0 


4.9 


2.5 


8.3 


3.4 


4 


8.9 


24.6 


12.3 


16.2 


3.5 


50 j 0 


6.3 


5 


30.1 


17.5 


19.0 


16.3 


9.7 


8.3 


21.2 


6 


5.2 


7.5 


6.7 


3.6 


6.1 


0.0 


8.7 


7 


3.6 


9.6 


12.0 


9.6 


2.1 


8.3 


13.4 


8 


3.9 


4.2 


19.0 


6j0 


1.2 


OjO 


4.8 


9 


3.9 


7.2 


5.8 


9.2 


8.7 


2.1 


18.2 


10 


17.3 


7.1 


9.9 


13.7 


47.C 


12.5 


6.0 


Total 


100.0 


100.2 


99.9 


100.0 


100.2 


99.9 


99.9 



*Mean$ based on total number of staff in each job position. 



Table 3-18 



Distribution of Relative Time Estimate Means” 

Over Duty Areas for Each Job Position: Office Type IV 

(Percent) 



Major 
Duty Area 


Team Members 


Specialized 

Services 

Staff 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


Orientation 

Specialist 


Team 

Supervisor 


Orientation 




(/V - 12) 


(/V - 13) 


WV - 7) 


o 

■ 


(/V - 9) J 


[ W- 1) 


W- 1) 


(Af - 5) 


1 


7.6 


3.0 


1.1 


IIjO 


21.2 


6.1 


9.9 


0.0 


2 


12.3 


9.6 


7.1 


15.5 


3.2 


18.2 


15.1 


0.0 


3 


3.9 


■ 9.4 


4.0 


6.9 


1.6 


12.1 


6.0 


0.0 


4 


10.0 


26.9 


11.6 


9.0 


2.0 


33.3 


13.8 


76.6 


5 


37.6 


21.6 


16.9 


16.6 


3.7 


9.1 


18.5 


0.0 


6 


7.4 


7.1 


6.3 


4j0 


2.2 


0.0 


10.3 


0.0 


7 


3.3 


7.1 


14.5 


11.8 


0.2 


3.0 


6.5 


5.0 


8 


2.9 


3B 


27.8 


7.6 


0.0 


0.0 


2.6 


0.0 


9 


4.4 


4.1 


3.6 


8.6 


3.3 


6.1 


7.8 


7.0 


10 


10 £ 


7.4 


7.4 


9.1 


62.5 


12.1 


9.5 


11.4 


Total 


99.9 


IOOjO 


100.3 


100.1 


99.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



*Means based on total number of staff in each job position. 
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Table 3-19 



Distribution of Relative Time Estimate Means° 

Over Duty Areas for Each Job Position: Office Type V 

(Percent) 





Team Members 


Specialized Services Staff 


Major 
Duty Area 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


Orientation 


Others 




l/v = 8) 


l/V - 12) 


8 


IA > = 6 ) 


l/v = 6 ) 


W = 3) 


{N = 10) 


1 


1.1 


1.9 


1.3 


2.3 


12 .U 


3.5 


21.7 


2 


11.4 


8.6 


10.2 


10.1 


6.0 


4.0 


11.9 


3 


2.0 


8.9 


7.0 


4.7 


2.3 


2.0 


1.4 


4 


10.9 


23.8 


10.0 


11.3 


4.2 


57.6 


7.7 


5 


42.8 


20.9 


20.2 


21.8 


6.2 


4.5 


6.9 


6 


9.7 


5.3 


3.8 


8.6 


4.2 


1.5 


2.8 


7 


5.2 


7.1 


12.2 


14.0 


0.3 


11.7 


9.4 


8 


1.0 


3.3 


24.8 


7.3 


0.0 


5.7 


11.0 


9 


5.0 


9.2 


4.4 


8.1 


4.5 


6.0 


4.6 


10 


10.9 


11.1 


6.1 


11.9 


59.7 


3.5 


22.4 


Total 


100.0 


100.1 


100.0 


100.1 


100.0 


100.0 


99.8 



^Means based cn total number of staff in each job position. 
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Relative Time Scores in the 10 Duty Areas for the Five 
Office Types: Coaches 




Figure 3-8 

Relative Time Scores in the 10 Duty Areas for the Five 
Office Types: Counselors 





Figure 
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Relative Time Scores in the 10 Duty Areas for the Five 
Office Types: Job Developers 




Figure 3-10 

Relative Time Scores in the 10 Duty Areas for the Five 
Office Types: Work>Training Specialists 




ERIC 



42 



Relative Time Scores in the 10 Duty Areas for the *=ive 
Office Types: Clerical 




Figure 3*12 

Relative Time Scores in the 10 Duty Areas for Office Types 
1/11,111: Team Supervisors 
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Table 3-20 



Areas of Duty Specialization in the 
Five Basic Team Member Job Positions 



Job Position 


Job Activities Inventory Duty Arens 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


Coach 










X 










X 


Counselor 






X 


X 


X 




X 








Job Developer 














X 


X 






Work-Training Specialist 




X 










X 








Clerical 


X 


















X 



positions. In reviewing this table, it should be kept in mind that job positions are being 
discussed in terms of duty areas that tend to receive more than an equally distributed 
proportion of their time. Thus, we are concentraing on areas of major duty effort rather 
than duty area performance at lower relative levels of time exp>enditure. For example. 
Table 3-20 shows that clerical staff is the only one of the five job positions showing 
evidence of specialization in receipt and processing of referrals (Duty Area 1). This does 
not mean that clerical staff are the only ones who engage in Duty Area 1. 

Reference to either the figures (3-8 through 3-12) or the supporting tables (3-15 
through 3-19) clearly indicates that all job positions perform at least some of the tasks in 
almost every duty area. 

Returning to the summary of job position specialization in duty areas provided in 
Table 3-20, we see that in addition to Duty Area 1, clerical staff also specialize in record 
keeping (Duty Area 10). The only other job position that shows a tendency toward 
specialization in record keeping is that of coach. Job developers represent the only job 
position specializing in job development and placement (Duty Area 8); however, their 
tendency to specialize in provision and monitoring of education, work, and training 
components is shared with counselors and work-training specialists. 

Work-training specialists, as noted earlier, are the only one of the five positions that 
tend to be generalists in all duty areas. However, in addition to showing a relatively low 
level of specialization in Duty Area 7, work-training specialists show a similarly restricted 
tendency toward specialization in enrollment and initial assessment of applicants (Duty 
Area 2). 

Counselors’ major tendency toward specialization is in Duty Area 4 (employability 
planning and orientation); however, they also show a limited tendency to be the 
specialists in initial assignment of the enrollee (Duty Area 3). Counselors are also 
involved, at a somewhat lower level of effort, in specialization in Duty Area 5 (supportive 
services and monitoring of enrollee progress) with coaches, and, as noted earlier in Duty 
Area 7, with job developers and work-training specialists. 

Figure 3-13 presents the relative distribution of time over the 10 duty areas for the 
team supervisor position. The indiriduals who were classified in this position were those 
team members whose major duty was supervision and who did not normally perform in 
any of the other team member job positions. Of the 15 team supervisors, 14 came from 
offices staffed with a sin^e WIN team (Office Types I, II, and III). They represented 
approximately 50% of the teams in each of these office-type categories.' 

'Forty-four of the 51 teams had either a team leader or team .supervi.sor. In these analy.ses, those 
not classified as team supervi.sors are clas-sified into the regular team-member job position they had 
indicated as being in addition to their team leader or supervisor designation. Analyses of the team leader 
group will be reported in Phase II of this study. 



O 








The major distinguishing feature of the team supervisor position indicated by Figure 
3-13 is the relative time emphasis given to tasks concerned with accomplishing internal 
team management functions (Duty Area 9). Team .supervisors also appear consistently 
above the equal time reference point in Duty Area 7 (provision and monitoring of 
education, work, and training components) with approximately the same relative time 
emphasis as job developers (Figure 3-10) and work-training specialists (Figure 3-11). 



TASK PERFORMANCE WITHIN DUTY AREAS 

In the preceding section it was noted that the estimates of relative distribution of 
time over the 10 duty areas for each of the five job positions (excluding team supervisor 
from consideration) resulted in five job position patterns, each with its own distinctive 
features. In addition, the pattern for a given job position appears essentially the same for 
the five office-type categories. In this section examination will be made within duty areas 
for separation and overlap in the tasks performed by respondents from each of the basii- 
team member positions. 

In examining the task data for each duty area, there are two principal questions. In 
the preceding section dealing with duty area performance of the different job positions, 
some job positions were identified with specialization in certain duty areas (Table 3-20). 
Thus, the first question of concern in the task data is the manner in which the relativ(‘ 
time of the “specializing” and “nonspecializing” job positions is spread over the com- 
ponent tasks of the given duty area. Is it simply a difference among job positions in th(‘ 
relative amount of time spent on each task, or is it also a difference among job positions 
in tasks performed? The second question raises the same issue as the first, but focuses 
specifically on the tasks identified in Duty Areas 1 through 7 as tasks directly involved in 
the accomplishment of caseload decisions. Before proceeding to the.se data, some descrip- 
tive notes are necessary regarding their organization for this discu.ssion and notations us(‘d 
in the data tables. 

The 82 tasks comprising the JAI were examined for each office type .separately. 
Tasks not performed by 50% or more of the people in a given job position were 
considered too infrequently performed to be characteristic of that job position, at least 
within that office type. Thus, these tasks were excluded from further consideration. 

A single frequency distribution of mean relative time scores (percent total tim*‘ for 
each task) was computed for each of the five job positions by pooling the respective 
distributions from each office-type category. Cutting points were then identified for each 
of the five job position distributions separately .so as to permit identification of mean 
relative time scores falling in the lower, middle, and upper thirds of each distribution. 
The resulting mean score intervals are shown in Table 3-21 for each of the five job 
positions. 

In examining Table 3-21 it will be noted that for counselors, a mean relative time 
score of 2.0 (mean percent of total time) or greater identifies tasks which, in terms of 
the way the counselors spread their time over tasks, are receiving relatively large 
proportions of the counselors’ time. These figures reflect the fact that counselors 
indicated that they put in some time on a large proportion of the 82 tasks in the JAI. 
Thus, the relative amount of time they have to spend on any one task cannot be as large, 
for example, as in the case of the clerical staff. Table 3-21 shows that a task must have a 
mean relative time score of 6.0, or greater, to be considered one in which clerical staff 
spend a relatively large proportion of their time. The larger magnitude of this mean, 
contrasted with the similar cutting point for the counselors, reflects the fact that clerical 
staff perform on considerably fewer of the 82 tasks, and thus have greater proportions of 
their time to expend on those tasks which they do perform. Differences between job 
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Table 3 21 



Distribution of Score Intervals for 
Tasks Usually Performed in Each Job Position^ 





Job Position 


Category 


Coaches 

1 


Counselors 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 
T raining 
Specialist 


Clerical 


Upper Third 
(Approximate) 
Score Interval 


3.5-S.4 


2.0-4.4 


Z5-9.9 


2.4-6.9 


6.0-11.9 


Middle Third 
(Approximate) 
Score Interval 


2.S-3.4 


1. 5-1.9 


2.0-2.4 


1. 8-2.3 


3.0-5.9 


Lower Third 
(Approximate) 
Score Interval 


0.5-2.4 


0.5-1. 4 


0.5-1. 9 


0.5- 1.7 


0.5-2.9 



^Based on data pooled for the five Office-Typws. Intervals are used in Tables 3-22*B through 
3*3VB to define tasks on which each job position expends relatively large (upper third), average 
(middle third), and relatively small (lower third) amounts of time. 




positions in terms of the number or variety of tasks performed will become apparent in 
the discussion of the individual task data. 

Referring again to Table 3-21, for purposes of the present discussion mean relative 
time scores falling within the upper third of the respective job position distributions will 
be used to identify tasks on which respondents expend e. relatively large proportion of 
their time. Tasks with mean relative time scores falling within the middle third will be 
considered as tasks on which the occupant expends an average amount of time, and those 
in the lower third as tasks on which the occupant expends relatively little time. 

Table 3-22-A identifies the task statements comprising Duty Area 1 of the JAI. 
Table 3-22-B presents the mean relative time scores for the tasks in Duty Area 1 
performed by 50% or more of the occupants of each job position in each office-type 
category. The item numbers assigned tasks in Table 3-22-A correspond to the item 
numbers used in Table 3-22-B. It will be noted that the item number for Task 3 is 
prefaced in both tables, by “(D).” This notation will be used in Duty Areas 1 through 7 
to designate tasks directly involved in the accomplishment of caseload decisions. Some 
cells in Table 3-22-B contain a dash instead of a mean, indicating that fewer than 50% of 
the job position respondents of that office type performed the task. 

A notation system is used in Table 3-22-B to identify mean relative time scores that 
fall within the upper, middle, or lower third of the distribution for that job position. The 
plus sign signifies means in the uppier third, that is, tasks on which the average 
respondent in this job position spends relatively large amounts cf time. Means without a 
sign signify tasks in the middle third, indicating an average amount of time spent by that 
job position, and the minus sign identifies tasks in the lower third, indicating relatively 
little time spent. 

In the preceding section on duty area pierformance, the clerical members of the WIN 
team were identiHed as the job position showing evidence of special relative time 
emphasis in Duty Area 1. Our first question concerns the manner in which the relative 
time of the clerical members (“specializing”) and the other job positions (“uonspie- 
cializing”) is spread over the component tasks in this duty area. Inspection of Table 
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Table 3-22-A 

Task Statements: Duty Area 1 



Receives and Processes Welfare Department Referral Forms 

1. Reviews referral forms to identify applicant's enrollment priority and to determine need for 
additional information prior to scheduling. 

2. Contacts Welfare if additional information is needed regarding a referral. 

(D)® 3. Evaluates, on basis of referral information whether or not applicant can be considered 
appropriate for scheduling for enrollment at that time. 

4. Notifies Welfare of referrals considered inappropriate for enrollment under their existing 
circumstances. 

5. Schedules referrals for enrollment interview and notifies applicant and Welfare Department. 

6. Notifies Welfare when an applicant does not appear for an enrollment interview. 

7. Maintains records on referrals received. 

®(D) designates task directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions. 



Table 3-22-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 1 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office 


Type 1 






1 


b 


1.5*= 


9.8+ 


3.1 + 


2.6- 


2 


2.1- 


1.0- 


— 


1.9 


2.4- 


ID)'* 3 


1.6- 


1.4- 


1.8- 


3.2+ 


2.3- 


4 


1.5- 


1.2- 


— 


— 


2.2- 


5 


1.4- 


1.1- 


4.U 


— 


4.3 


6 


3.1 


11- 


1.6- 


2.4+ 


2A- 


7 


2.4- 


1.5 


1.8- 


1.9 


5.6 






Office Type II 






1 


2.8 


1.0- 


1.6- 


1.7- 


4.2 


2 


2.5 


1.2- 


1.5- 


1.1- 


2.0- 


ID) 3 


— 


— 


1.8- 


1.8 


2.3- 


4 


1.3- 


1.2- 


— 


1.1- 


2.7- 


5 


2.8 


— 


— 


1.0- 


5.1 


6 


— 


— 


1.8- 


1.1- 


3.4 


7 


— 


— 


1.8- 


1.0- 


7.4+ 
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Table 3-22-B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 1 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


1 


3.2 


Office Type III 
1.7 


2.2 


2.6- 


2 


3.0 


0.9- 


2.7+ 


2.2 


2.5- 


(D) 3 


2.6 


1.8 


— 


1.9 


— 


4 


2.2- 


— 


— 


1.6- 


3.0 


5 


3.0 


— 


— 


1.8 


4.0 


6 


2.3- 


— 


— 


1.7- 


2;e- 


7 


2.6 


— 


— 


1.7- 


4.0 


1 




Office Type IV 


2.5+ 




2 


— 


— 


— 


3.0+ 


— 


(D) 3 


3.0 


1.4- 


— 


2.9+ 


— 


4 


— 


— 


— 


2.9+ 


2.5- 


5 


2.3- 


— 


— 


2.6+ 


8.8+ 


6 


2.2- 


— 


— 


2.6+ 


6.3+ 


7 


— 


— 


— 


2.6+ 


8.9+ 


1 




Office Type V 






2 










3.0 


(D) 3 












4 












5 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


6 


— 


— 


— 


— 


3.8 


7 


— 


— 


— 


— 


8.1 + 



^Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

— Task performed ty less than 50% of job incumbents. 

, unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
of the given job position. 

*^(0) Designates task directly involved in caseload decision making. 




3-22*B indicates that a description of how relative time is spread depends largely on 
which office type is being examined. 

Some of the difference between office types is attributable to the fact that referral 
processing (all steps prior to the enrollment interview) is handled differently in the 
multi'team office (Types IV and V) than in the office staffed vvnth a single WIN team. 
The multi'team offices frequently have a centralized (nonteam) staff that accomplishes 
varying extents of this initial processing. In the large four-or-more team offices (Type V) 
referral processing, up through scheduling for the enrollment interview, was frequently 
done by nonteam staff. Thus, in these instances the teams* major involvement in this 
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duty area is that of the clerical members in maintaining records on applicants or enrollees 
assigned to the team (Task 7). 

In general, we would have to say that the clerical members “specialization” in this 
area is based on consistent involvement in all of these tasks; as referral processing tasks 
are taken over by nonteam staff, the clerical member is the only team member to retain 
any task responsibility in this duty area. 

Aside from the clerical member, the work-training specialist and the coach tend to 
be most consistently involved in referral processing done by the team. The level of the 
work-training specialists’ involvement appears to vary from a consistent, but relatively 
minimal level of involvement in Office Type II, to the consistently high level of task 
involvement shown in Office Type IV. The coaches report level of involvement varying 
from a generally minimal level over most tasks for Office Type 1 to the average level of 
involvement on most tasks reported in Office Type III. 

Task 3, the decision-making task in this duty area, consumes a relatively large 
amount of the work-training specialists’ task time in Office Types 1 and IV, and an 
average amount of time in Office Type II. In Office Types I and II the clerical member 
appears to be the chief “other member” involved with the work-training specialist in this 
decision making task; in Office Types III and IV the clerical member is not involved and, 
instead, the coa(;h is the chief “other member.” 

The task data for Duty Area 2 are presented in Table 3-23. In the earlier discussion 
of Duty Area 2, the one job position identified as tending to specialize in this area was 
the work-training specialist. Scanning the work-training specialists’ column in Table 
3-23-B for plus signs, it can be seen that this job position is the one that most 
consistently expends relatively large amounts of its task time in this duty area. The 
clerical member of the team has little involvement in this duty area with the exception of 
Tasks 10 and 13. Enrollment interviews are conducted by all four of the remaining 
members of the team, with counselors tending to put in somewhat less of their time on 
this task than the other members. 

The pattern of job position involvement in the three decision tasks in Duty Area 2 
varies with office type. In general, the counselor, job developer, work-training specialist, 
and coach are all involved in each of the decision tasks but not within each office type. 
In terms of these respondents, work -training specialists tend to expend proportionately 
more of their time than do counselors or job developers in deciding on appropriateness of 
enrollment; note, though, in Office Types III and IV that coaches also report comparable 
magnitudes of relative time in this task. Only in Office Type V does identification of new 
enrollee as job ready (Task 14) ap)x?ar to command a relatively large amount of the job 
developer’s time. Task 15, identifying a new enrollee ’s need for education, training, or 
special employability orientation services consistently consumes a relatively large propor- 
tion of the counselors’ task time. With the exception of Office Type I, it also consumes a 
relatively large amount of the work-training specialists’ time. It i.s of interest to note that 
coaches in Office Types I and IV expend what is tor them average task time on this 
decision task, while in Office Type V they report expending relatively more time than 
any other job position. 

Table 3-24 deals with the task information for Duty Area 3, which was earlier 
characterized (Table 3-20) as an area in which counselors showed evidence of specializa- 
tion. It will be noted that counselors are the only job position coasi-stently performing all 
tasks. Development of initial assignment plans, the decision-making task in this duty area, 
also consistently commands the greatest relative amount of their time. The patterns of 
task involvement for job developers and work-training specialists tends to suggest that 
these two job positions are used almost as alternates for one another. 

Table 3-25 presents the task statements and data for Duty Area ^ which was also 
described earlier as an area showing evidence of counselor specialization. Scanning of the 



Table 3-23-A 



Task Statements: Duty Area 2 

Accomplishes Enrollment and Initial Assessment of Applicant 

8. Conducts enrollment interview with applicant. 

(D)^ 9. Decides on the appropriateness of enrollment on the basis of the additional information 

obtained during the enrollment interview. 

10. Completes enrollment of applicants considered appropriate for enrollment. 

11. Discusses with applicant who refuses enrollment his reasons for refusing and explains 
possible consequences of refusal. 

12. Schedules applicant who continues to refuse enrollment for a Determination decision. 

13. Refers applicants interviewed and considered not appropriate candidates for enrollment 
back to Welfare Department.' 

(D) 14. Identifies new enroliee as job ready. 

(D) 15. Identifies new enroliee as requiring education, training, and/or special employability 

orientation services. 

^(D) designates task directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions. 



Table 3-23-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 2 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


8 


TO-** 


Office Type 1 
2.2+ 2.4 


5.3+ 


2.2- 


(D)*= 9 


1.6- 


1.7 


2.3 


2.6f 


d 


10 


— 


2.3+ 


2.1 


4.5+ 


2.8- 


11 


2.8 


1.4- 


1.5- 


— 


— 


12 


— 


1.0- 


— 


— 


— 


13 


— 


1.4- 


— 


— 


2.5- 


(D) 14 


2.6 


18 


1.8- 


— 


— 


(D) 15 


2.9 


2.2+ 


1.9- 


1.6- 


— 


8 


3.0 


Office Type II 
1 .4- 2.3 


20 




(D) 9 


— 


1.3- 


1.8- 


1.7- 


— 


10 


2.8 


1.5 


19- 


1.9 


5.6 


11 


2.2- 


1.2- 


1.7- 


1.8 


— 


12 


— 


— 


— 


1.2- 


— 


13 


1.5- 


1.2- 


0.9- 


0.9- 


3.3 


(D) 14 


— 


1.4- 


2.1 


2.2 


— 


(D) 15 


— 


2.2+ 


1.8- 


3.0+ 


— 






(Continued) 







Table 3-23-B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty Area 2 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


I 




Office Type III 






8 


2.8 


1.9 


3.9+ 


4.9+ 


— 


ID) 9 


2.9 


1.5 


— 


2.1 


— 


10 


3.6+ 


1.6 


2.2 


3.0+ 


3.9 


11 


2.2- 


— 


2.0 


1.2- 


— 


12 


— 


— 


— 


0.9- 


— 


13 


1.8- 


1.0- 


— 


1.8 


2.0- 


ID) 14 


1.3- 


2.1+ 


— 


2.4+ 


— 


ID) 15 


1.9- 


2.8+ 


2.0 


24+ 


— 






Office Type IV 






8 


3.6+ 


2.3+ 


2.2 


2.6+ 


— 


ID) 9 


3.1 


1.9 


— 


2.7+ 


— 


10 


3.3 


2.6+ 


1.6- 


2.4+ 


— 


11 


— 


— 


— 


2.1 


— 


12 


— 


— 


— 


2.7+ 


— 


13 


— 


0.9- 


— 


2.9+ 


— 


ID) 14 


— 


1.8 


2.4 


2.4+ 


— 


ID) 15 


2.5 


2.9+ 


2.1 


3.7+ 


— 






Office Type V 






8 


4.7+ 


— 


1.9- 


4.2+ 


— ■ 


ID) 9 


— 


— 


1.9- 


4.2+ 


— 


10 


— 


1.7 


1.7- 


4.2+ 


4.1 


11 


4.0+ 


1.3- 


1.5- 


— 


— 


12 












13 


— 


— 


1.0- 


— 


— 


ID) 14 


— 


1.8 


3.2+ 


2.2 


— 


ID) 15 


4.8+ 


3.3+ 


2.0 


2.4+ 


— 



®Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

unnrtarked, and + entries indicate relative tirne score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the d stribution. respectively for all respondents 
of the given job position. 

^(D) Designates task directly involved in caseload decision making. 

^ — Task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents. 
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Table 3-24-A 

Task Statements: Duty Area 3 



Accomplishes Initial Assignment of Enrollee. 



(D)^ 16. Develops initial assignment plans for a new enrollee. 

17. Refers new enrollees considered employable to job placement service. 

18. Arranges for new enrollees to be enrolled in WIN Orientation. 

19. Refers new enrollees for further, more extensive, vocational assessment. 

20. Refers new enrollees possessing employable skills but exhibiting special employability 
problems to special employment preparation sessions. 

^(0) designates task directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions; 



Table 3-24-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 3 



Task 

Number 


1 

Coach 


! 

Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type 1 






16 


c 


2.0+^* 


— 


— 


— 


17 


— 


1.4- 


2.3 


2.4+ 


— 


18 


3.0 


17 


— 


— 


2.5- 


19 


— 


1.7 


— 


3.8+ 


— 


20 


— 


1.3- 


— 


— 


— 






Office Type II 






(D) 16 


— 


2.7+ 


1.2- 


1.5- 


— 


17 


— 


2.1 + 


2.5+ 


1.7- 


— 


18 


2.0- 


1.9 


2.6+ 


1.6- 


— 


19 


— 


1.8 


— 


1.9 


— 


20 


— 


1.6 


— 


1.8 


— 






Office Type Ml 






(D) 16 


— 


3.0+ 


— 


1.4- 


— 


17 


— 


1.8 


— 


17- 


— 


18 


— 


2.3+ 


— 


2.P 


3.2 


19 


1.3- 


2.4+ 


— 


— 


— 


20 


— 


2.2+ 


— 


1.8 


— 



(Continued) 
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Table 3-24-B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty Area 3 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type IV 






(D) 16 


2.6 


2.8+ 


— 


— 


— 


17 


— 


1.9 


2.6+ 


1.7- 


— 


18 


2.1- 


2.2+ 


1.2- 


2.4+ 


— 


19 


— 


2.4+ 


— 


3.6+ 


— 


20 


— 


2.3+ 


— 


2.3 


— 






Office Type V 






(D) 16 


— 


3.0+ 


1.8- 


2.0 


— 


17 


— 


1.7 


2.9+ 


— 


— 


18 


— 


2.3+ 


1.6- 


— 


— 


19 


— 


2.2+ 


1.8- 


1.8 


— 


20 


— 


2.3+ 


2.2 


— 


— 



®Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

^(D) Designates task directly Involved In caseload decision making. 

^ — Task performed by less than 50% of job Incumbents. 

4—, unmarked, and + entries Indicate relative time score Is In lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
of the given job position. 



counselors column in Table 3-25-B leads to the observation that counselors consistently 
devote relatively large proportions of their task time to all tasks in this duty area with 
the exceptions of conducting orientation (Task 21 ) and administration oi tests and other 
assessment procedures (Task 25). With reference to the three decision-related tasks, with 
the exception of Office Type I the counselor spends relatively more of his task time on 

these tasks than does any other team member. 

Task data for Duty Area 5 are presented in Table 3-26. In the earlier discussion of 
duty area performance, both coaches and counselors were described as specializing in this 
duty area. Of the two job positions, coaches expended th» greatest relative amount of 
time in this area. In examining the coaches column it will be noted that with the 
exception of Office Type V, coaches report little or no involvement in the two decision- 
related tasks dealing with reappraisal and modification of employability plans (Tasks 38 
and 39). In Office Types II, III, and IV, the counselors show the major relative time 
involvement in these tasks. In Offi e Type I, no job position expends more than an 
average amount of their task time on these two tasks. In Office Type V, coaches appear 
to be used in a major fashion to identify the need for employability plan revisions (Task 
38) and are also involved to a lesser icxtent in accomplishing the revisions along with 
counselors, job developers, and work -training specialists. 
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Table 3-25-A 



Task Statements: Duty Area 4 



Assists Enrollee in Developing Vocational Goals and Plans for Attaining These Goals 





21. 




22. 


(D)^ 


23. 




24. 




25. 




26. 




27. 


(D) 


28. 


(D) 


29. 




30. 



Plans or assists in planning and conducting WIN Orientation sessions. 

Conducts sessions with enrollees to assist them in identifying and coping with attitudes and 
habits which are likely to interfere with attainment of employment goals. 

Determines which assessment procedure or techniques will be appropriate for use with a 
particular enrollee. 

Arranges for administration of the selected assessment tests or procedures. 

Administers standard tests and other assessment procedures to enrollees. 

Interprets the results of standard tests and other assessment procedures in terms of their 
implications for the future plans of the individual enrollee. 

Reviews work history, educational achievement, and job related aotitudes with individual 
enrollee in relation to possible training and vocational goals. 

Identifies employability goals appropriate to the enrollee. 

Determines the specific educational, work, and/or training components to which the 
enrollee will be assigned. 

Makes arrangements for the enrollee to obtain the education, training, work experience, or 
job placement services appropriate to his employability plan. 



^(D) designates task directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions. 



Table 3-25-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 4 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Sp>ecialist 


Clerical 


21 


4.0+^^ 


Office Type 1 
1.2- 1.7- 


3.1 + 


2.2- 


22 


c 


1.8 


— 


3.2+ 


— 


(D)'* 23 


— 


1.7 


— 


2.2 


— 


24 


— 


1.9 


— 


— 


— 


25 


— 


1.2- 


— 


5.1 + 


— 


26 


— 


2.2+ 


— 


— 


— 


27 


— 


2.2+ 


2.8+ 


2.4+ 


— 


(D) 28 


— 


2.4+ 


2.2 


2.8+ 


— 


(D) 29 


— 


2.4+ 


2.3 


2.7+ 


— 


30 


3.2 


1.9 


2.5+ 


3.0+ 


— 



-(Continued)- 
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Table 3-25-B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:* Duty Area 4 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office 


Type II 






21 


4.0+ 


1.8 


2.3 


1.7- 


— 


22 


2.4- 


3.2+ 


1.6- 


1.7- 


— 


(D) 23 


— 


3.0+ 


— 


1.3- 


— 


24 


2.5 


2.2+ 


— 


1.4- 


— 


25 


— 


1.2- 


— 


1.3- 


— 


26 


— 


2.7+ 


1.5- 


1.4- 


— 


27 


— 


3.5+ 


2.4 


2.0 


— 


(D) 28 


— 


3.6+ 


1.8 


1.6- 


— 


(D) 29 


— 


3.4+ 


1.1- 


1.7- 


— 


30 




3.1 + 


5.2+ 


3.4+ 


— 






Office Type III 






21 


— 


1.6 


3.0+ 


2.5+ 


— 


22 


3.4 


2.7+ 


1.5- 


2.4-^ 


— 


(D) 23 


1.8-^ 


2.4+ 


— 


2.5+ 


— 


24 


— 


2.2+ 


— 


2.2 


— 


25 


— 


1.7 


— 


— 


— 


26 


— 


3.2+ 


— 


— 


— 


27 


2.0- 


3.5+ 


2.1 


4.5+ 


— 


(D) 28 


1.6- 


3.3+ 


2.0 


2.0 


— 


(D) 29 


— 


3.4+ 


— 


2.2 


— 


30 


2.0- 


3.3+ 


2.9+ 


3.4+ 


2.3- 






Office Type IV 






21 


— 


— 


2.0 


— 


— 


22 


3.2 


4.3+ 


2.5+ 


— 


— 


(D) 23 


— 


3.0+ 


— 


— 


— 


24 


— 


2.6+ 


— 


1.2- 


— 


25 


— 


— 


— 


1.3- 


— 


26 


— 


3.3+ 


— 


1.4- 


— 


27 


— 


3.5+ 


2.9+ 


2.2 


— 


(D) 28 


2.5 


3.3+ 


2.4 


— 


— 


(D) 29 


— 


3.0+ 


— 


2.6+ 


— 


30 


— 


2.9+ 


2.7+ 


3.8+ 


— 
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Table 3-25'B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 4 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Traini.ig 

Specialist 


Clerical 


21 


4.1+ 


Office Type V 






22 


3.3 


2.9+ 


2.4 


1.6- 


— 


(D) 23 


2.0- 


2.6+ 


1.1- 


— 


— 


24 


— 


2.2+ 


— 


— 


— 


25 


— 


0.9- 


— 


— 


— 


26 


— 


3.0+ 


— 


— 


— 


27 


2.3- 


3.7+ 


3.4+ 


2.4+ 


— 


(D) 28 


— 


3.7+ 


2.0 


2.1 


— 


(D) 29 


— 


3.3+ 


1.5- 


2.2 


— 


30 


1.8- 


3.0+ 


2.0 


3.2+ 


— 



^ Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

. unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
of the given iob position. 

^ — Task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents. 

*^(0) Designates task directly involved in caseload decision making. 



In terms of rank order, monitoring enrollees’ attendance and progress (Task 33), and 
contacting enrollees to determine reasons for non-attendance (Task 34), tend to consume 
the greatest proportion of coaches’ task time in all office types. However, contacting 
individual enrollees to follow-up on aid and services (Task 32), discussing with cnrollee 
his refusal or failure to participate or accept placement referrals (Tasks 35 and 36), and 
carrying out follow-up services (Tasks 40 and 41) are also tasks which are nearly equal in 
the coaches relative expenditure of task time. Decision-related tasks dealing with referral 
of enrollees for termination (Tasks 42 and 43) do not appear to be con.sistently identified 
with any one job positon. 

Task data for Duty Area 6 are presented in Table 3-27. In general, these tasks 
represent minimal relative time involvement for counselors, job developers, and 



Table 3 -26- A 

Task Statements: Duty Area 5 



Assists Enrollee in Obtaining Neoded Services and Supervises His Progress During Enrollment 

31. Coordinates with Welfare representative to assist enrollee in obtaining aid and services 
required to enable him to continue to participate in the program. 

32. Contacts individual enrollees to determirte whether or not they are receiving aid and 
services for wh'ch arrangements were made. 

33. Monitors enrollee's attendance and progress in achievement during enrollment in education, 
training, or work experience components. 

34. Contacts individual enrollees who have missed appointments or failed to attend education, 
training, or work experience sessions, to determine reason for non-attendance. 

35. Discusses with enrollee his refusal to accept assignment or his failure to participate in 
component and explains possible consequences of continued refusal to participate. 

36. Discusses with enrollee his failure or refusal to accept referral to employment n to accept 
employment offered and explains possible consequences of continued failure or refusal. 

37. Schedules enrollees w!io fail to participate or fail to accept employment referrals or 
employment offers for Determination decision. 

ID)* 38. Determines through periodic reassessment of individual enrollees status and progress, 
whether or not there is need for revision of the individual's employability plan. 

ID) 39. Modifies or reorients enrollee's employability plan and the services provided on the basis 
of decisions made during reassessment of his progress. 

40. Provides regular follow-up services for enrollees who have obtained job positions. 

41. Provides intensive follow-up services for enrollees who have obtained job position. 

ID) 42. Identifies and refers for termination enrollees who have proven unable to progress 
sufficiently to make further utilization of WIN services practical. 

|D) 43. Identifies and refers for termination enrollees who are satisfactorily employed and are no 

longer in need of WIN program services. 



*(D) designates task directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions. 



Table 3-26 -B 



Relativa Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 5 
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Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type 1 






31 


3 . 8 +*’ 


1.7 


1 . 7 - 


2.1 


c 


32 


5.1 + 


1.5 


— 


2 . 5 + 


— 


33 


8 . 0 + 


1 . 4 - 


3 . 2 + 


2.3 


3.1 


34 


6 . 6 + 


1.7 


1 . 9 - 


2 . 7 + 


— 


35 


3 . 8 + 


1.9 


2.1 


1.8 


— 


36 


4 . 1 + 


1.8 


2.4 


1 . 6 - 


— 


37 


— 


1 . 4 - 


— 


2.1 


— 


( D )** 38 


— 


1.8 


2.1 


1.8 


— 


( 0 ) 39 


— 


1.9 


— 


— 


— 


40 


4 . 6 + 


1 . 4 - 


2.0 


2.0 


2 . 1 - 


41 


4 . 7 + 


1 . 2 - 


2.4 


1 . 7 - 


2 . 9 - 


( D ) 42 


2.7 


1.5 


2 . 5 + 


1.9 


— 


( D ) 43 


3.3 


1.6 


2.4 


1.8 


2 . 3 - 






Office Type II 






31 


2.8 


1.8 


1 . 7 - 


1 . 4 - 


— 


32 


4 . 0 + 


1 . 4 - 


1 . 5 - 


1 . 1 - 


— 


33 


3 . 9 + 


2 . 0 + 


1 . 5 - 


1 . 6 - 


— 


34 


4 . 4 + 


1 . 2 - 


1 . 9 - 


1 . 2 - 


— 


35 


4 . 0 + 


1.8 


1 . 7 - 


1 . 6 - 


— 


36 


3.4 


1.7 


2.3 


1.8 


— 


37 


2 . 1 - 


1 . 2 - 


1 . 8 - 


1 . 1 - 


— 


( 0 ) 38 


— 


2 . 8 + 


1 . 3 - 


1.8 


— 


( 0 ) 39 


— 


2 . 7 + 


— 


1 . 2 - 


— 


40 


2.6 


1 . 0 - 


2 . 7 + 


1 . 6 - 


— 


41 


2.7 


0 . 9 - 


1 . 8 - 


1 . 7 - 


— 


( D ) 42 


2 . 4 - 


1.8 


1 . 4 - 


1.9 


— 


( D ) 43 


2 . 4 - 


1.5 


2 . 7 - 


1 . 5 - 


— 






Office Type HI 






31 


2.7 


1.8 


1 . 7 - 


1.9 


— 


32 


3.3 


1 . 4 - 


1 . 7 - 


2.0 


— 


33 


3 . 9 + 


1.8 


1 . 9 - 


3 . 5 + 


4.2 


34 


4 . 3 + 


1.9 


1 . 8 - 


3.1 + 


3.2 


35 


3.3 


1.8 


2.3 


1 . 7 - 


— 


36 


3.3 


1.5 


2.3 


2.2 


— 


37 


— 


1 . 4 - 


2.0 


— 


— 


( 0 ) 38 


— 


2 . 8 + 


1 . 8 - 


1.9 


— 


( 0 ) 39 


— 


2 . 8 + 


— 


— 


— 


40 


4 . 1 + 


1 . 0 - 


3 . 2 + 


2 . 5 + 


— 


41 


4 . 2 + 


— 


2 . 5 + 


— 


— 


( D ) 42 


2.5 


1.5 


2.1 


— 


— 


( D ) 43 


2 . 0 - 


1 . 4 - 


3 . 0 + 


2 . 4 + 


— 
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Table 3-26-B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 5 



— 

Task 

Number 


— 

Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 
T raining 
Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type IV 






31 


3.3 


2.5+ 


2.1 


l.d 


— 


32 


4.1 + 


2.Q+ 


1.2- 


1.3- 


— 


33 


5.0+ 


2.3+ 


2.2 


2.8+ 


— 


34 


6.8+ 


2.3+ 


1.2- 


2.8+ 


— 


35 


4.3+ 


2.8+ 


1.1- 


2.0 


— 


36 


3.4 


2.3+ 


2.0 


1.7- 


— 


37 


2.5 


— 


2.4 


— 


— 


(D) 38 


2.2- 


2.2+ 


— 


1.7- 


— 


(D) 39 


— 


2.4+ 


— 


— 


— 


40 


3.4 


1.3- 


2.7+ 


2.1 


— 


41 


3.0 


— 


3.2+ 


1.7- 


— 


(D) 42 


2.8 


1.8 


1.3- 


2.0 


— 


(D) 43 


2.8 


1.5 


1.8- 


2.1 


— 






Office Type V 






31 


4.0+ 


2.2+ 


1.2- 


2.2 


— 


32 


5.4+ 


1.5 


— 


2.0 


— 


33 


5.7+ 


2.0+ 


1.3- 


2.9+ 


-- 


34 


6.6+ 


2.2+ 


1.4- 


2.8+ 


2.6- 


35 


4.0+ 


2.1 + 


1.9- 


2 6+ 


— 


36 


3.3 


1.8 


2.1 


2.4+ 


— 


37 


3.7+ 


— 


1.5- 


— 


— 


(D) 38 


4.4+ 


2.8+ 


2.2 


2.7+ 


— 


(D) 39 


2.8 


2.0+ 


2.0 


1.9 


— 


40 


5.4+ 


1.0- 


4.9+ 


— 


— 


41 


4.3+ 


— 


4.1+ 


— 


— 


(D) 42 


2.4- 


2.1 + 


1.8- 


1.5— 


— 


(D) 43 


2.5 


1.3- 


3.7+ 


2.0 


— 



^Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

unmarked, and + entr:*?s indicate relative time score is m lowest. 
Middle, and highest thirds of the distribution, respectively for all respondents of 
of the given job position. 

^ — Designates task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents. 

^(D) Designates task directly involved in caseload decision making. 
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Table 3 -27- A 

Task Stateirents: Duty Area 6 



Conducts Determinations in C te of Applicant/Enroiiee Referred for Deterinin atioo Decision 

(D)* 44. Determines whether enrollee’s refusal of employment was with or without good cause. 

(D) 45. Determines whether enrollee’s refusal of referral to employment was with or without 

good cause. 

ID) 46. Determines whether applicant’s refusal to enroll was with or without good cause. 

(D) 47. Determines whether enrollee’s refusal of assignment in WIN was with or without 
good cause. 

ID) 48. Determines whether enrollee’s de facto refusal tc participate is with or without 
good cause 

49. Notifies enrollee of the Determination decision, the effect it will have on his Welfare grant, 
and his future status in the WIN program. 

50. Notifies Welfare Department of the Determination decision. 

51. Notifies enrollee whose refusal is considered not valid of his right to appeal and the 
procedures for appeal. 

52. Represents the Department of Employment at WIN Appea* Hearings. 

*(D) desigrrates tasks directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions. 




Table 3-27-B 



Relative Time Sccrss by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty Area 6 



Task 

Number 



Coach 



Cour selor 



Job 

Developer 



Work- 

Training 

Specialist 



Clerical 



OllirP TwOP 1 



(D)‘* 44 


c 


1.8** 


(D) 45 


— 


1.7 


(D) 46 


— 


1.4- 


(D) 47 


— 


1.6 


(D) 48 


— 


1.8 


49 


— 


1.7 


50 


— 


1.3- 


51 


— 


1.6 


52 


— 


— 



2.1 1.5- 

2.0 1.4- 

1.1- 1.4- 

1.1- 1.5- 

1 .0- 1.4- 

1.7- 1.3- 

1.3- 



(D) 44 
(D) 45 
(D) 46 
(D) 47 



Office Type II 






1.5 


1.9- 


1.6- 


— 




1.3- 


1.9- 


1.5- 


— 


— 


1.2- 


1.5- 


1.4- 


— 


1.7- 


1.2- 


1.5- 


T.5- 


— 



(Continued) 



('O 
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Table 3-27 -B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job incumbents Perform:* Duty Area 6 



Task 

Number 


Coech 


Coiinselo*' 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Tratning 

Specialist 


Clerical 




Office Type 1 


1 (Continued) 




(D) 48 


— 


1.1- 


1.5- 


1.4- 


— 


49 


1.9- 


0.8- 


— 


1.4- 


— 


50 


— 


0.9- 


— 


1.1- 


— 


51 


— 


0.9- 


— 


1.2- 


— 


52 


— 


1.0- 


— 


0.8- 


— 






Office Type III 






(D) 44 


1.7- 


1.7 


1.9- 


— 


— 


(D) 45 


— 


1.5 


1.7- 


— 


— 


(D) 46 


— 


1.2- 


— 


— 


— 


(D) 47 


— 


1.7 


— 


— 


— 


(D) 48 


— 


1.6 


— 


— 


— 


49 


— 


1.1- 


— 


— 


2.2- 


50 


— 


1.4- 


— 


— 


2.5- 


51 


— 


1.2- 


— 


— 


2.4- 


52 
















Office Type IV 






(D) 44 


— 


1.2- 


2.8+ 


1.4- 


— 


(D) 45 


— 


1.2- 


2.4 


1.4- 


— 


(D) 46 


— 


1.4- 


2.6+ 


1.5- 


— 


;D) 47 


— 


1.2- 


— 


— 


— 


(D1 48 


— 


1.6 


— 


— 


— 


49 


3.5+ 


1.4- 


— 


— 


— 


50 


— 


1.6 


— 


— 


— 


51 


— 


0.9- 


— 


— 


— 


52 
















Office Type V 






(D) 44 


1.6- 


1.3- 


— 


3.2+ 


— 


(D) 45 


1.8- 


1.1- 


— 


2.8+ 


— 


(D) 46 


2.1- 










(D) 47 


1.7- 


1.2- 


— 


2.5+ 


— 


(D) 48 


1.9- 


1.4- 


— 


2.4+ 


— 


49 


3.6+ 


1.2- 


— 


— 


— 


50 


— 


1.2- 


— 


— 


— 


51 


— 


1.0- 


— 


1.8 


— 


52 













*Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

^ID) Designates task directly involved In caseload decision making . 

^ — Designates task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents. 

, unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
o' the given job position. 
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A 



work-training specialists. The one exception is in Office Type V where work-training 
specialists reported spending relatively large amounts of time in conducting or processing 
determinations. 

Table 3-28 presents the task data for Duty Area 7. Three job positions v/ere 
described earlier as showing evidence of specialization in this area. These three were 
counselors, job developers, and work-training specialists, with the job developers possibly 
giving this area slightly greater emphasis than the other two positions. The data in Table 
3-28-B indicate Uiat the slightly greater relative time emphasis the job developer shows in 
the duty area, as a whole, is based on slightly greater relative time involvement in 
analyzing labor market requirements (Task 53) and in determining likely occupational 
goal areas in the local labor market (Task 55). 

In the offices located in the large SMSAs, (Types III, IV, and V) the work-training 
specialist appears as the only team member position devoting relatively large amounts of 
his task time to monitoring operation of education, work, and training compoiients (Task 
58). Counselors show relatively little involvement in developing contract agreen'.ents (Task 
57) or monitoring components (Task 58), while their level of involvement in the other 
tasks varies widely with office type. On the two decision-related tasks, job developiers are 
the ones who consistently expend the greatest relative amount of their task time in 
identifying likely occupiational goal areas in the local labor market (Task 55), while 
w’ork-training speciali.sts and job developers both expend relatively large amounts of their 
task time !n identifying qualified agencies to conduct education, work, and training 
components (Task 56). 

Table 3-29 presents the task data for Duty Area 8. In the earlier discussion of 
rdative time expended for the duty area as a whole, job developers were identified as the 
position showing evidence of specialization in this area. Table 3-29-B reflects an absence 
of coaches and clerical members’ p>erformance in this area. Counselors show only one 
consistent entry in this area and that appears to be in a consultive role in which the job 
developers and work-training specialists also participate (Task 66). While there is not a 
clear different pattern of task performance between the job developers and work-training 
specialists in this duty area, there is a relatively clear difference in level of relative task 
time involvement for the two positons. 

Task data for Duty Area 9 are presented in Table 3-30. In the earlier discussion of 
relative time expiended in duty areas, it was noted that approximately 50% of the 
participating sin^e team offices (Office Types I, II, and III) had an individual in a team 
member supervisor position. Figure 3-13, presented in the context of that discussion, 
illustrated the realtive time emphasis these individuals reported in this duty area as an 
area of supervisor spiecialization. We are interested in those individuals filling the basic 
team member positions and will deal with the team member supiervisor and team leader 
performance as a job position group in the final analyses of these data to be reported in 
Phase II of this study. Of primary interest in Table 3-30-B is the fact that team members 
in Office Type IV report being almost totally disengaged from the team administrative 
functions while counselors in Office Types III and V report expending relatively large 
amounts of their task time on several of these tasks, and counselors in Office Typ>es I and 
II report expiending average amounts of their relative task time. In the sin^e-team offices 
(Types I, II, and III) the clerical member shows up as the chief “other team member’’ 
involved. The planning and conducting of in-service training for team members is not a 
function assigned to the local office staff, and hence appears as tasks not performed in all 
office types. 



Table 3 28 A 



Task Statements: Duty Area 7 



ProvidK Education and Work and Training Component Resources to Service the 
Job-Preparation Needs of WIN Enroilees 



53. Analyzes present and projected labor market requirements in light of anticipated job 
qualification characteristics of WIN enroilees, ar>d extent and kirxJs of vocational 
preparation feasible within the framework of the WIN program. 





54. 


(D)» 


55. 


(D) 


56. 




57. 




58. 



Reviews on a continuing basis, the vocational plans and aspirations of enroilees in the 
program. 

Determines the occupational areas in the local labor market likely to serve as the goals of 
enroilees’ employability plans. 

Identifies qualified agerKies within the local area competent to provide education or work 
training component services consistent with the WIN program’s objectives. 

Develops agreements with qualified agencies to provide education or work training 
programs. 

Monitors operation of education and work and trainirrg components to assure that they 
continue to reet WIN enrollee needs and WIN program standards. 



^(D) designates task directly involved in accomplishing caseload decisions. 



Table 3-28-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty Area 7 



Task 
^ mber 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


53 


b 


Office Type 1 
1.4-*= 3.(H 


2.6+ 




54 


2.3- 


1.8 


2.1 


2.8+ 


— 


(DH 55 


— 


1.6 


2.9+ 


2.2 


— 


(D) 56 


— 


1.8 


2.9+ 


2.2 


— 


57 


— 


1.4- 


3.3+ 


2.4+ 


. — 


58 


— 


1.2- 


2.7+ 


2.3 


— 


53 




Office T ype 1 1 
1.8 2.5+ 


2.1 




54 


— 


3.(H 


2.1 


1.9 


— 


(Dl 55 


— 


2.3+ 


2.0 


2.0 


— 


(D) 56 


— 


2.1+ 


4.Q+ 


2.1 


— 


57 


— 


1.5 


3.1 + 


3.1 


— 


58 


— 


1.3- 


1.4- 


1.9 


— 






(Continued) 








7G 
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Table 3-28-B (Continued) 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty Area 7 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 

L 


Job 

Developer ; 
1 


Work- \ 

Traininq j 
Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type 111 






53 


— 


2.1 + 


3.2+ 


2.3 


— 


54 


2.0- 


2.8+ 


2.2 


2.2 


— 


(D) 55 


— 


2.6+ 


2.8+ 


1.9 


— 


ID) 56 


2.1- 


2.0+ 


2.7+ 


3.1 + 


— 


57 


— 


— 


2.6+ 


3.5+ 


— 


58 


— 


— 


2.4 


3.6+ 


— 






Office Type IV 






53 


— 


1.6 


3.8+ 


2.5+ 


— 


54 


— 


2.1 + 


2.2 


2.1 


— 


'D) 56 


— 


1.5 


4.2+ 


2.3 


— 


ID) 56 


— 


1.7 


2.8+ 


3.6+ 


— 


57 


— 


1.2- 


3.2+ 


3.5+ 


— 


58 


— 


— 


— 


3.5+ 


— 






Office Tyoe V 






53 


— 


1.8 


3.6+ 


2.8+ 


— 


54 


3.7+ 


2.8+ 


2.6+ 


3.0+ 


— 


(D) 55 


— 


2.0+ 


3.3+ 


2.5+ 


— 


fD) 56 


— 


1.4- 


3.4+ 


2.5+ 


— 


57 


— 


— 


3.^+ 


3.5+ 


— 


58 


— 


— 


— 


3.1+ 


— 



*Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

** — Desionates task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents. 

. unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in low e st, 
middle, and highest third of the distributio.'i, respectively for all respondents 
of the given job position. 

^(D) Designates task directly involved in caseload decision making. 




Table 3-31 presents the task data for the last of the JAI duty areas. Area 10. This 
was a di ty area in which the clerical member clearly showed evidence of specialization 
and was joined to a lesser extent by the coach. Table 3-31-B shows the clerical members’ 
relative tasK time spread over all tasks with each consuming either an average or relatively 
large amount of their task time. The major record task for the remaining four job 
positions is, of course, recording enrollee’s progress notes (Task 76). In the sin^e-team 
offices (Types I, 11, and 111), major additional tasks reported consistently by the coaches 
are maintenance of current enrollment status records (Task 79) and prepa ation of WIN 
incentive payment forms (Task 81). These latter two tasks are not usually performed by 
coaches in the multi team offices (Types IV and V). 

'77 

64 



Table 3-29-A 

Task Statements: Duty Area 8 



Deveiops and/or Locates Job Ooporuinities for WIN Enrollees 

59. Studies employment practices and problems of local public and private employers to 
identifv' areas which mi^t permit development of increased employment opportunities for 
WIN enrollees. 

60. Interests and assists employers in identifying and modifying irrelevant or unrealistically 
stringent empIm/inenT standards. 

61. Interests and assists employers in restructuring jobs and career advancement opportunities. 

62. Works with or throu^ job development personnel o* other agencies to achieve increased 
employment opportunities for WIN enrollees. 

63. Initiates and maintains contacts with local employers in an effort to locate and identify 
appropriate jobs for specific WIN enrollees. 

64. Works through the local State Employment Office to locate job opportunities for WIN 
enrollees nearing completion of their employment preparation or training. 

65. Advises the team regarding the adequacy of training services provided and their relevance 
to employers' hiiir>g standards arxl the skills required on the job. 

66. Advises the team regarding the appropriateness of individual enrollees' employability 
plans in relation to job opportunities and hirirvg standards. 



Table 3 29-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks ¥Vhich 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:* Duty Area 8 



! 

Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work. 

Trainirtg 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type 1 






59 


b 


1.2-*= 


7.3+ 


1.8 


— 


60 


— 


— 


2.4 


— 


— 


61 


— 


— 


2.3 


— 


— 


62 


— 


1.0- 


2.7+ 


2.2 


— 


63 


2.1- 


1.3- 


3.4+ 


2.4+ 




64 


— 


1.1- 


2.8+ 


1.8 


— 


65 


— 


— 


2.5+ 


1.9 


— 


66 


— 


1.6 


2.3 


1.9 


— 






Office Type II 






59 





— 


4.1 + 


1.9 


— 


60 


— 


— 


2.3 


1.5- 


— 


61 


— 


— 


2.1 


1.7- 


— 


62 


— 


— 


3.0+ 


1.8 


— 



(Continue) 
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Table 3-29-B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 8 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type II (Continued) 




63 


— 


— 


5.6+ 


1.5- 


— 


64 


— 


1.0- 


3.9+ 


2.0 


— 


65 


— 


0.9- 


3.2+ 


2.0 


— 


66 


— 


2.3+ 


3.0+ 


1.8 


— 






Office Type III 






59 


— 


— 


3.4+ 


1.6- 


— 


60 


— 


- — 


2.3 


— 


— 


61 


— 


— 


2.4 


— 


— 


62 


— 


— 


3.5+ 


— 


— 


63 


— 


— 


3.5+ 


— 


— 


64 


— 


— 


3.0+ 


2.0 


— 


65 


— 


— 


2.3 


3.4+ 


— 


66 


— 


1.8 


2.4 


2.4+ 


— 






Office Type IV 






59 


— 


— 


4.2+ 


2.3 


— 


60 


— 


— 


3.5+ 


— 


— 


61 


— 


— 


2.7+ 


— 


— 


62 


— 


— 


3.6+ 


— 


— 


63 


— 


— 


4.6+ 


2.0 


— 


64 


— 


— 


3.8+ 


1.9 


— 


65 


— 


1.5 


3.6+ 


1.9 


— 


66 


— 


1.8 


3.7+ 


1.8 


— 






Office 


Type V 






59 


— 


0.8- 


3.5+ 


— 


— 


60 


— 


— 


2.9+ 


— 


— 


61 


— 


— 


2.3 


— 


— 


62 


— 


— 


3.1 + 


— 


— 


63 


— 


— 


4.0+ 


1.5- 


— 


64 


— 


— 


4.6+ 


1.6- 


— 


65 


— 


— 


2.8+ 


3.0+ 


— 


66 


— 


1.9 


4.4+ 


2.8+ 


— 



^Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

^ — Designates task perfornned by less than 50% of job incunnbents. 

, unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
of the given job post. 
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Table 3-30-A 

Task Statements: Duty Area 9 



Performs Internal Team Management Functions Necessary to Coordinate and Support 
Team Member Ef'orts With the Individual Enrollees 

67. Plans and/or supervises the maintenance of an individual case folder record system. 

68. Plans and/or supervises the maintenance of a system to provide Team members with 
information concerning the current enrollment status of each enrollee. 

69. Calls or arranges scheduling of Team conferences to accomplish employability planning for 
individual enrollees. 

70. Assigns or distributes enrollee caseload responsibilities to individual Team members. 

71. Plans in-service training and workshops for WIN Team members. 

72. Conducts in-service training and workshops for WIN Team members. 

73. Attends in-service training and workshops for WIN Team members. 

74. Reads and reviews WIN directives to keep abreast of program guidance relevant to Team 

memberv. and functions. 



Table 3-30-B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Pe» ce ■ or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty ; 9 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Wofk- 
T raining 
Specialist 


Clerical 


67 


b 


Office Type 1 
1.7*= 




4.8 


68 


— 


1.5 


— 


— 


5.0 


69 


— 


1.4- 


1.7- 


— 


1.7- 


70 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


71 












72 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


73 


2.0- 


1.3- 


1.4- 


2.1 


— 


74 


57+ 


1.7 


2.0 


3.5+ 


3.2 


67 




Office Type 1 1 
1.4- 


1.6- 


5.2 


68 


— 


1.5 


— 


1.3- 


7.1+ 


69 


— 


1.6 


— 


1.0- 


2.6- 


70 












71 












72 












73 


— 


1.0- 


1.2- 


1.8 


— 


74 


4.9+ 


1.2- . 


1.9- 


1.8 


2.9- 



(Continued) 



Table 3-30 B (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job IncuTibents Perform:^ Duty Area 9 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 
T raining 
Specialist 


Clerical 


67 




Office Type III 


1.8 


3.0 


68 


— 


2.1 + 


— 


2.1 


4.7 


69 


— 


2.1 + 


— 


— 


2.3- 


70 


^ 


2.6+ 


— 


— 


— 


71 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


72 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


73 


— 


1.2- 


2.6+ 


— 


— 


74 


— 


1.5 


2.7+ 


6.9+ 


3.8 


67 




Office Type IV 






68 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


69 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


70 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


71 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


72 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


73 


— 


1.4- 


— 


1.8 


— 


74 


— 


1.6 


1.7- 


2.9+ 


— 


67 




Office Type V 
2.8+ 






68 


— 


2.8+ 


— 


— 


— 


69 


— 


2.7+ 


— 


— 


— 


70 


— 


2.6+ 


— 


— 


— 


71 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


72 












73 


— 


1.4- 


1.7- 


1.6- 


— 


74 


— 


1.8 


1.9- 


3.0+ 


— 



^Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

^ — Designates task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents, 
unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
of the given job position. 



81 




4 
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Table 3-31 A 

Task Statements: Duty Area 10 



Performs Clerical Duties Required for Initiation and Maintenance of 
Records and Preparation of Reports 

75. Initiates individual case fold* r for each new enrollee. 

76. Records progress notes and other relevant information in the individual's enrollee's 
record folder. 

77. Prepares letter or forms required to authorize the individual's enrollment in WIN 
components. 

78. Prepares letters or forms required upon termination of an individual's enrollment in the 
program. 

79. Maintains records showing current enrollment status of each enrollee. 

80. Prepares letters or forms required to notify appropriate agencies of changes in the 
individual's enrollment status. 

81. Prepares letters or forms required for enrollee to be authorized to receive WIN incentive 
payments. 

82. Prepares monthly program activity or other periodic administrative reports. 



Table 3-31 -B 

Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:® Duty Area 10 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work- 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 


75 


b 


Office Type 1 




3.4® 


76 


4.5+ 


2.2+ 


2.0 


3.6+ 


3.5 


77 


— 


1.4- 


1.6- 


3.5+ 


6.5+ 


78 


— 


1.2- 


— 


— 


6.1 + 


79 


4.0+ 


1.5 


— 


1.4- 


7.4+ 


80 


2.8 


1.1- 


— 


1.3- 


7.2+ 


81 


4.4+ 


1.2- 


— 


— 


7.0+ 


82 


— 


1.5 


— 


2.0 


5.1 


75 




Office Type II 
1.7- 


1.4- 


5.8 


76 


5.3+ 


2.4+ 


2.1 


2.4+ 


4.6 


77 


3.0 


— 


2.2 


1.3- 


7.0+ 


78 


2.3- 


— 


— 


1.0- 


5.9 


79 


3.5+ 


— 


1.8- 


1.1- 


7.6+ 


80 


2.9 


1.7 


2.0 


1.2- 


6.2+ 



(Continued) 







Table 3-31 -8 (Continued) 



Relative Time Scores by Tasks Which 50 Percent or More 
Job Incumbents Perform:^ Duty Area 10 



Task 

Number 


Coach 


Counselor 


Job 

Developer 


Work. 

Training 

Specialist 


Clerical 






Office Type II (Continued) 




81 


3.6+ 


— 


2.2 


1.2- 


6.1 + 


82 


— 


— 


— 


1.0- 


4.0 






Office Type III 






75 


2.4- 


— 


— 


3.4+ 


5.5 


76 


4.0+ 


2.4+ 


2.7+ 


3.4+ 


4.7 


77 


3.4 


1.6 


— 


2.7+ 


7.0+ 


78 


— 


1.5 


2.2 


2.0 


5.9 


79 


3.5+ 


1.5 


— 


2.8+ 


6.6+ 


80 


1.9- 


1.5 


3.7+ 


2.5+ 


6.3+ 


81 


4.5+ 


— 


— 


2.0 


5.8 


82 


— 


— 


— 


2.0 


6.0+ 






Office Type IV 






75 


— 


— 


— 


— 


10.4+ 


76 


4.3+ 


2.5+ 


3.1 + 


2.7+ 


6.3+ 


77 


— 


1.7 


— 


1.7- 


9.0+ 


78 


— 


1.7 


— 


— 


9.2+ 


79 


— 


2.1 + 


— 


2.2 


9.4+ 


80 


— 


1.5 


1.6- 


2.1 


9.2+ 


81 


— 


1.1- 


2.9+ 


1.6- 


11.9+ 


82 


— 


— 


— 


— 


7.8+ 






Office Type V 






75 


— 


— 


— 


— 


9.0+ 


76 


5.6+ 


3.1 + 


2.8+ 


3.0+ 


6.2+ 


77 


— 


2.3+ 


— 


2.8+ 


8.7+ 


78 


— 


1.6 


— 


2.8+ 


8.7+ 


79 


— 


2.6+ 


1.5- 


3.5+ 


8.0+ 


80 


— 


2.0+ 


— 


2.6+ 


7.6+ 


81 


— 


1.7 


— 


— 


9.9+ 


82 


— 


— 


— 


3.0+ 


6.9+ 



°Based on data pooled for the five Office Types. 

^ — Designates task performed by less than 50% of job incumbents, 
unmarked, and + entries indicate relative time score is in lowest, 
middle, and highest third of the distribution, respectively for all respondents 
of the given Job position. 
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I 

I 

I 

0) 

a 

S 

o 

o 



I 



3 £ 





82 




CO 



Appendix B 



INTERVIEWER OUTLINE AND DATA FORMS 
FOR THE WIN SUPERVISOR INTERVIEW 

INTERVIEWER OUTLINE: Manager Interview 

I. WIN Office Staffing and Organization. 

1. How many WIN staff members are there in your office? 

2. How many WIN Teams? 

3. How are these teams staffed? 

(NOTES: *For one-team offices, simply verify primary team listing on 

your master roster. 

^For multi-team offices use Team Organization Sheet to 
record team member, job positions and number in each.) 

(a) Where, within an office, differences in team staffing exist, 
determine whether this is by design and if so, why? 

(d) Do members of this team (each team) work together on an 
assigned caseload? If not, explain variations. 

4. Are there other WIN staff in this office who are not identified .'is 
members of a particular Team? 

(a) If Yes, who are they by job position and what is the nature of the 
other major functions they perform? 

(NOTE: Use the “non -team personnel” sheet to record job 

position or section title of personnel; number of 
personnel in each; and, nature of duties or functions 
performed.) 

(b) If I add the total number of Team personnel to the total number 
of “non-team personnel” will it add up to the total number of 
WIN staff in the office? If not, why not? 

II. Caseload Assignment Procedure. 

1. To whom is responsibility for providing program services for individual 
clients assigned? - to particular staff members? - to a team? 

2. In multi-team offices, what factors determine which team a particular 
enrollee is assigned to? 

3. What is the caseload limit for each Team (or Staff member) to whom 
this responsibility is assigned? 

4. At what point after receipt of referral is responsibility for provision of 
services assigned? 



III. Program Statistics 

1. Does this office have or maintain any tabulations regarding stages in 
the program when failures in participation are most likely to occur? 

Any impressions? 

2. Does this office have or maintain any tabulations regarding the types of 
employability-plan goals of its enrollees? 

3. Does this office have or maintain any tabulations regarding the specific 
education, work and training components used by its enrollees? 

4. Does this office have or maintain any tabulations regarding ppecific types 
of job placements accomplished? 

6. Does this office maintain any of the above types of figures on the basis 
of teams? 

IV. Staff Hiring Standards 

1. Are the minimum hiring standards for all of the WIN staff positions 
established centrally by the State? 

2. How do you proceed if you have a vacancy you wish to fill in each of 
the following WIN job positions? 

(a) Manpower or Job development specialist 

(b) Work and Training Specialist 

(c) Counselor 

(d) Coach 

(e) Clerk/stenographer 

3. If hiring is centrally controlled, who is the person or agency we should 
contact to obtain a complete description of the hiring standards required 
for WIN staff positions in your state? 

V. Staff Inservice Traininf 

1. Have your WIN siaff personnel received inservice training oriented 
specifically towards their WIN staff or Team functions? 

(a) If so, who conducted it (your own office; regional WIN office. 

State WIN office)? 

(b) What continuing inservice training provisions are there for your 
staff? (Who is to receive it?; at what points in time?; for what 
purpose? Who lays down the guidelines?; Who conducts it?) 

(c) If inservice training is centrally controlled, who is the person or 
agency we should contact to obtain a complete description of the 
inservice training program? 
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WIN Office Location 



Date 



TEAM ORGANIZATION SHEET 



Data Recording Sheet: Number of incumbents in each job position 
for each WIN Team physically located in this office. 



Job Position 



Team Identification: Team # 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































TEAM TOTAL 






























GRAND TOTAL 
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WIN Office Location Date 

NON-TEAM PERSONNEL SHEET 

Data Recording Sheet: Number of non-team WIN staff, their job position, and duties 



Job Position # Rwff ''Caseload Functions Performed 







1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 




Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 






1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 


Other 



NON-TEAM STAFF TOTAL 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 



WIN OFFICE LOCATION Date 

WIN Project No. No. Teams in Office 

For use of ONE-TEAM and MULTI-TEAM OFFICES 

I. REFERRALS 

1. As of this date, what is the total number of refenals that have been made 
to this WIN Office since the beginning of the project? 

referrals Dates: From to 

Mo. Day Yr. Mo. Day Yr. 

2. Using the same time period, how many of these referrals 

a) have been actually enrolled in WIN? 

b) are still waiting to be enrolled in WIN (deferred referrals)? 

c) have been considered ineligible to enroll in WIN for 

whatever reason? 

II. ENROLLED 

1. As of this date, how many enrollees are currently enrolled in the WIN 
program? (Be sure that this number includes those enrollees currently 
in a suspense status.) 

active enrollees 

III. TERMINATIONS 

1. As of this date, how many terminations does this office have? 

(Use the same time period used in referrals; if you are unable to get 
figures for that particular time period, be sure to record the reasons why 
and the time period used for terminations.) 

terminations Dates: From to 

Mo. Day Yr. Mo. Day Yr. 



FOR MULTI-TEAM OFFICE USE ONLY 

IV. Of the total number of referrals made to this WIN Office since the start of 
this project, how many referrals has the Team you are dealing with actually 
enrolled in WIN as of this date? (Put down date the team began enrolling 
referrees as a team .) 

enrolled by this team since 

Mo. Day Yr. 

V. As of this date, how many enrollees does the team you are dealing with 
have currently enrolled? (Be sure that this number includes those 
enrollees currently in a suspense status.) 

active enrollees 

VI. As of this date, how many terminations does the team you are dealing 
with have? (Put down date the team began terminating as a team .) 

terminated by this team since 

Mo. Day Yr. 
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Appendix C 

WORK ACTIVITIES INVENTORY 



Human Resources Research Organization 
(HumRRO. Division No. 3) 
Monterey, California 93940 



Work Activities Inventory 



December 1970 
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Booklet No. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 



OuMtionmirt ID#: 



WIN TEAM LOCATION (City ft Suit) 

What ii the title and level used by the SUte to describe the job 
classification in which you are currently employed? 

2 . 

JobClawification Tltlt 

3. How long have you worked with the WIN program? months 

4. How long have you worked as a WIN staff member 

at your present office location? months 

5 Do you supervise other WIN staff? YES NO 

6. If you do supervise other WIN staff, check the titles which best 
describe this position: 

a. Do not supervise other WIN staff 

b. WIN Team coordinator for _WIN Teams 

(howmtovl 

c. LesKler of a WIN Team 

d. Leader of a specialized WIN services section 

e. Other (explain) 

7. Which of the following job titles best identifies your present WIN 
position? (Check only one; if none apply, enter your present job 
title in the write-in space provided). 



a. Coach 


d. 


b. Counselor 


e. 


c. Job Developer 


f. 


a. Other (exnlain) 





Oasdoad Manager 
Work lYaining Spedaliat 
Gerk-Stenographer 



Do not 
wfiti 
in thto 
column 
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8. In terms of the way the WIN staff in your office is organized, are 
you considered (check one); 

a. a member of a WIN Team 

b. a member of a WIN Team and also a member of a 

specialized WIN services group 

c. NOT a member of a WIN Team but one who provides 

specialized services to assist the WIN Team or Teams 

9. If you are identified as a member of a WIN Team, how long have you 
performed in your current team position? 

a. months in current Team job position 

b. not a member of WIN Team 

10. Have you previously filled other WIN Team job positions? If so 
what were these positions and how many months did you serve 
in each? (Cite most recent one first, next most recent second, etc.) 

a. Have not held prior WIN Team job positions 

b. Have held prior WIN Team job positions as; 



Prior Team |Ob potilion 



No. of moniht 



Prior Team |Ob position No. of nx>nihs 

11 . Who was your employer just prior to the time you joined the WIN 
program staff? 

Name of Company or Agency 

12. How long were you employed by this company or agency? 

years, months. 

13. What was your last position with this company or agency? 

Job position or description 



3 

103 



Go on (o Next Page 



14. Have you had any job experience, prior to working with WIN, that 
you consider of direct assistance in helping you to perform your 
duties in your current staff position? 

a. No, none of direct assistance 

b. Yes, as a 

Job position 



Major Duties; 



Employer; 

Describe your educational background by checking the items below which 
apply to you. Fill in additional information requested as appropriate to 
your background. 

15. High School 

a. Did not complete high school 

b. Completed high school or equivalent 

16. College 

a. Did not attend college 

b. Attended a junior college 

V. Attended a 4-year college 

d. Graduated from a 4 -year college 

e If you attended college, what was your area of study? 



17. Graduate School 

a. Attended but did not complete advanced degree 

requirements 

b. Completed advanced degree requirements. Received a 

in 

Type of degree Subject area 



Do not 
write 
in this 
column 
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18. Since joining the WIN staff, have you received training which you 
consider directly relevant to your current WIN job duties? 

a. No, none directly relevant 

b. Yes (please describe below); 

Nature/purpose of training 



Agency conducting training 

Date received training 

Month Year 

19. Since joining the WIN staff have you received any other type of 
training related to the WIN program? 

a. No, hnve not received any other training 

b. Yes (please describe below): 

Nature/purpose of training 



Agency conducting training 

Date received training 

Month Year 

20. What training have you had prior to joining the WIN staff that 
you feel was of assbtance in preparing you for job positions 
on the WIN staff? 

a. No training of assistance 

b. Yes (please describe below); 

Nature/purpose of training 



Related WIN position 

Agency conducting training 

Date received training 

Month Year 



Do not 
writ* 
in this 
«olunin 
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JOB ACTIVITIES INVENTORY 



This inventory contains lists of tasks considered necessary to the accomplishment of 
major duties performed by WIN Teams. Each major duty is printed in capital letters and 
followed by the tasks (the numbered items) thought to be important to the accomplishment 
of that major duty. 

You are asked to respond to two questions regarding the tasks listed under these 
major duties. 

FIRST QUESTION: Whtch of the tasks listed under each major duty do you personally 
perform ? 

Answer this question first. Read through all of the items in this inventory and indicate 
each of the tasks you personally perform as a normal or usual part uf your job. To indicate 
each of the tasks you perform, place a check mark after the task in the column headed 
“ v/' if you do”. 

Go through the entire inventory answering this question before going on to the second 
question described below. 

SECOND QUESTION: How is your time distributed over the different tasks you perform? 

Start at the beginning of the inventory again and consider only those tasks which 
you have checked. Rate “Time Spent” by using the five-point rating scale to answer the 
following question for each task you perform: 

How much time do you spend on the task you are rating compared to the 

amount of time you spend on each of the other tasks you perform? 

1- much less time 

2- slightly less time 

3- same amount as most others 

4- slightky greater amount 

5- much greater amount 

For example, if you feel you spend about the same amount of time on a particular 
task you are rating as you spend on most ot the other tasks you |»erform, you would 
circle the number ”3” next to that task in the column headed “Time Spent”. 
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HumRRO Division No. 3 















j 


Time Spent 


Listed below are a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please check 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
sikI rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 


V 

if 

you 

do 


1- much less time 

2- slightlv leu tinre 

3- ume amount as on 
most others 

4- slightlv greater amount 
5 -much greater amount 



RECEIVES AND PROCESSES WELFARE DEPARTMENT 
REFERRAL FORMS. 

1. Reviews referral forms to identify applicant's enrollment 
priority and to determine need for additional information 
prior to scheduling. 

2. Contacts Welfare if additional information is needed 
regarding a referral. 

3. Evaluates, on basis of referral information whether or not 
applicant can be considered appropriate for scheduling for 
enrollment at that time. 

4. Notifies Welfare of referrals considered inappropriate for 
enrollment under their existing circumstances. 

5. Schedules referrals for enroll men t interview and 
notifies applicant and Welfare Department. 

6. Notifies Welfare when an applicant does not appear for 
an enrollment interview. 

7. Maintains records on referrals received. 




ACCOMPLISHES ENROLLMENT AND INITIAL ASSESS- 
MENT OF APPLICANT. 

8. Conducts enrollment interview with applicant. 

9. Decides on the appropriateness of enrollment on the 
basis of the additional information obtained during the 
enrollment interview. 

1<0. Completes enrollment of applicants considered 
appropriate for enrollment. 
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Listed below are a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please check 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, 90 back 
and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



ACCOMPLISHES ENROLLMENT AND INITIAL ASSESS- 
MENT OF APPLICANT (Continued). 

11. Discusses with applicant who refuses enrollment his reasons 
for refusing and explains possible consequences of refusal. 

12. Schedules applicant who continue.s to refuse enrollment for 
a Determination decision. 

13. Refers applicants interviewed and considered not appro- 
priate candidates for enrollment back to Welfare 
Department. 

14. Identifies new enrollee as job ready. 

15. Identifies new enrollee as requiring education, training, 
and/or special employability orientation services. 



ACCOMPLISHES INITIAL ASSIGNMENT OF ENROLLEE. 

1(). Develops initial assignment plans for a new enrollee. 

17. Refers new enrollees considered employable to job place- 
ment st'rvice. 

I S. Arranges for new enrollees to be enrolled in WIN 
Orientation. 

H). Refers new enrollees for further, more extensive, 
vueational assessment. 

20. Refers new enrollees possessing employable skills but 
exhibiting special employability problems to special 
employment preparation sessions. 



V 



if 

you 

ck> 



Timt Spent 

1 <-much left time 

2— slightlv leu time 

3— ume eroount ri on 
most others 

4— slightly greett^ emount 
S’-much greeter emount 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 
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Listed below ere a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please check 
all t.isks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com* 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



V 

if 

you 

do 



Time Spent 

1— much less time 

2— slightly less time 

3 — same amount as on 
most others 

4— slightly greiter amount 

5— much greater amount 



ASSISTS ENROLLEE IN DEVELOPING VOCATIONAL 
GOALS AND PLANS FOR ATTAINING THESE GOALS. 

21. Plans or assists in planning and conducting WIN 
Orientation sessions. 

22. Conducts sessions with enrollees to assist them in identi- 
fying and coping with attitudes and habits which are 
likely to interfere with attainment of employment goals. 

23. Determines which assessment procedure or techniques 
will be appropriate for use With a particular enrollee. 

24. Ananges for administration of the selected assessment 
tests or procedures. 

25. Administers standard tests and other assessment 
procedures to enrollees. 

26. Interprets the results of standard tests and other assess- 
ment procedures in terms of their implications for the 
future plans of the individual enrollee. 

27. Reviews work history, educational achievement, and job 
related aptitudes with individual enrollee in relation to 
possible training and vocational goals. 

28. Identifies employability goals appropriate to the 
enrollee. 

29. Determines the specific educational, work, and/or 
training components to which the enrollee will be 
assigned. 

30. Makes arrangements for the enrollee to obtain the 
education, training, work experience, or job place- 
ment services appropriate to his employability plan. 
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Listed below are a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please ci-«ck 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



V 


Time Spent 

1— much leu time 

2— slightly leu tin>e 

3— same amount as on 


if 


most others 


you 


<l-slightly greater amount 


do 


3-much greeter amount 



ASSISTS ENROLLEE IN OBTAINING NEEDED SERVICES 
AND SUPERVISES HIS PROGRESS DURING ENROLLMENT. 

31. Coordinates with Welfare representative to assist 
enrollee in obtaining aid and services required to 
enable him to continue to psurticipate in the program. 

32. Contacts individual enrollees to determine whether 
or not they are receiving aid and services for which 
anangements were made. 

33. Monitors enrojlee’s attendance and progress in achieve- 
ment during enrollment in education, training, or 
work experience components. 

34. Contacts individual enrollees who have missed appoint- 
ments or failed to attend education, training, or work 
experience sessions, to determine reason for non- 
attendance. 

35. Discusses with enrollee 'his refusal to accept assign- 
ment or his failure to participate in component and 
explains possible consequences of continued refusal 
to participate. 

36. Discusses with enrollee his failure or refusal to 
accept referral to employment or to accept employ- 
ment offered and explains possible consequences of 
continued failure or refusal. 

37. Schedules enrollees who fail to participate or fail to 
accept employment referrals or employment offers 
for Determination decision. 

38. Determines through periodic reassessment of indi- 
vidual enrollees’ status and progress, whether or not 
there is need for revision of the individual’s 
employability plan. 

39. Modifies or reorients enrollee’s employability plan 
and the services provided on the basis of decisions 
made during reassessment of his progress. 

40. Provides regular follow-up services for enrollees who 
have obtained job positions. 
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Listed below are a duty and the tasks which it Includes. Please check 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



V 


Time Spent 

1<-much lets time 
2-slightly lets time 
3<-tame amount it on 


if 


most others 


you 


4<-slightly greater amount 


do 


5’-much greater amount 



ASSISTS ENROLLEE IN OBTAINING NEEDED SERVICES 
AND SUPERVISES HIS PROGRESS DURING ENROLLMENT 

(Continued). 

41. Provides intensive follow-up services for enrollees who have 
obtained job positions. 

42. Identifies and refers for termination enrollees who have 
proven unable to progress sufficiently to make further 
utilization of WIN services practical. 

43. Identifies and refers for termination enrollees v/ho are 
satisfactorily employed and are no longer in need of 
WIN program services. 




CONDUCTS DETERMINATIONS IN CASE OF APPLICANT/ 
ENROLLEE REFERRED FOR DETERMINATION 
DECISION. 

44. Determines whether enrollee’s refusal of employment 
was with or without good cause. 

45. Determines whether enrollee’s refusal of referral to 
employnient was with or without good cause. 

46. Determines whether applicant’s refusal to enroll was 
with or without good cause. 

47. Determines whether enrollee’s refusal of assignment in 
WIN was with or without good cause. 

48. Determines whether enrollee’s de facto refusal to 
participate is with or without good cause. 

49. Notifies enrollee of the Determination decision, the 
effect it will have on his Welfare grant, and his 
future status in the WIN program. 

50. Notifies Welfare Department of the Determination 
decision. 
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Li$ted below are a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please check 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com* 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



/ 


Time Spent 


V 


1-much lets time 




2-ilightly lets time 




3-Mmeimount ai on 


if 


molt others 


you 


4-iiightly Qrtattr amount 


do 


5-much greater amount 



CONDUCTS DETERMINATIONS IN CASE OF APPLICANT/ 
ENROLLEE REFERRED FOR DETERMINATION DECISION 

(Continued). 



51. Notifies enrollee whose refusal is considered not valid of 






his right to appeal and the procedures for appeal. 




1 2 3 4 5 


52. Represents the Department of Employment at WIN 






Appeal Hearings. 




1 2 3 4 5 



PROVIDES Education and work and training 

COMPONENT RESOURCES TO SERVICE THE JOB- 
PREPARATION NEEDS OF WIN ENROLLEES. 

53. Analyzes present and projected labor market requirements 
in li^t of anticipated job qualification characteristics of 
WIN enrollees, and extent and kinds of vocational prepa- 
ration feasible >vithin the framework of the WIN program. 

54. Reviews on a continuing basis, the vocational plans and 
aspirations of enrollees in the program. 

55. Determines the occupational areas in the local labor market 
likely to serve as the goals of enrollees’ employability plans. 

56. Identifies qualified agencies within the local area compe- 
tent to provide education or work training component 
services consistent with the WIN program’s objectives. 

57. Develops agreements with qualified agencies to provide 
education or work training programs. 

58. Monitors operation of education and work and training 
components to assure that they continue to meet WIN 
enrollee needs and WIN program standards. 





1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




DEVELOPS AND/OR LOCATES JOB OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR WIN ENROLLEES. 



59. Studies employment practices and problems of local public 
and private employers to identify areas which might permit 
development of increased employment opportunities for 
WIN enrollees. 




12 3 


4 5 


60. Interests and assists employers in identifying and modify- 
ing irrelevant or unrealistically stringent employment 
standards. 




12 3 


4 5 
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/ 


Time Spent 




V 


1-much lc.4 time 


Listed below are a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please check 
i 1 tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 


¥ 

if 


2- slightly less lime 

3- ume amount ; on 
most others 


and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 


you 


4-slightly grteter amount 


pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 


do 


5-much greater amount 



DEVELOPS AND/OR LOCATES JOB OPPORTUNITIES 

FOR WIN ENROLLEES (Continued) 

61 . Interests and assists employers in restructuring jobs and 
career advancement opportunities . 

62. Works v/ith or through job development personnel of 
other agencies to achieve increased employment oppor- 
tunities for WIN enrollees. 

63. Initiates and maintains contacts with local employers 
in an effort to locate and identify appropriate jobs for 
specific WIN enrollees. 

64. Works through the local State Employment CJfice to 
locate job opportunities for WIN enrollees nearing 
completion of their employment preparation or 
training. 

65. Advises the team regarding the adequacy of training 
services provided and their relevance to employers’ 
hiring standards and the skills required on the job. 

66. Advises the team regarding the appropriateness of 
individual enrollees’ employability plans in relation to 
job opportunities and hiring standards. 




PERFORMS INTERNAL TEAM MANAGEMENT FUNC- 
TIONS NECESSARY TO COORDINATE AND SUPPORT 

TEAM MEMBER EFFORTS WITH THE INDIVIDUAL 

ENROLLEES. 

67. Plans and/or supervises the maintenance of an 
individual case folder record system. 

68. Plans and/or supervises the maintenance of a sys- 
tem to provide Team members with information 
concerning the current enrollment status of each 
enrollee . 

69. Calls or arranges scheduling of Team conferences to 
accomplish employability planning for individual 
enrollees . 

70. Assigns or distributes enrollee caseload responsi- 
bilities to individual Team members. 
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Liittd below arc • duty and the tasks which it indudas. Please check 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
and rata aarh task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



V 


TimeSptnt 

1- much leu time 

2- slightly lets tinr>e 

3- ume amount ai on 


if 


molt others 


you 


4-ilightly greater amount 


do 


5-much greater anraunt 



PERFORMS INTERNAL TEAM MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS 

NECESSARY TO COORDINATE AND SUPPORT TEAM 

MEMBER EFFORTS WITH THE INDIVIDUAL 

ENROLLEES (Continued). 

71. nans inservice training and workshops for WIN 
Team members 

72. Conducts inservice training and workshops for WIN 
Team members. 

73. Attends inservice training and workshops for WIN Team 
members. 

74. Reads and reviews WIN directives to keep abreast of 
program guidance relevant to Team members’ duties and 
functions. 




PERFORMS CLERICAL DUTIES REQUIRED FOR INITI- 
ATION AND MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS AND 
PREPARATION OF REPORTS. 

75. Initiates individual case folder for each new enrollee. 

76. Records progress notes and other relevant information 
in the individual’s enrollee ’s record folder. 

77. Prepares letter or forms required to authorize the 
individuals enrollment in WIN components. 

78. Prepares letters or forms required upon termination of 
an individual’s enrollment in the program. 

79. Maintains records showing current enrollment status of 
each enrollee. 

80. Prepares letters or forms required to notify appropriate 
agencies of changes in the individual’s enrollment status. 




113 



Go on to Next Page 



14 




A 



102 



Listed below are a duty and the tasks which it includes. Please check 
all tasks which you perform. When you have finished this, go back 
and rate each task checked for amount of time you spend on it com- 
pared to the time spent on each of the other tasks you perform. 



V 


Time Spent 

1- much less time 

2- slightly less time 

3- same amount as on 


if 


most others 


you 


4-slightly greater amount 


do 


5-much greater amount 



PERFORMS CLERICAL DUTIES REQUIRED FOR 
INITIATION AND MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS AND 
PREPARATION OF REPORTS (Continued). 

81 . Prepares letters or forms required for enrollee to be 
authorized to receive WIN incentive payments. 

82. Prepares monthly program activity or other periodic 
administrative reports. 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 



NOTE: 

Please be sure you have completed the "Time Spent" ratin^is for 
each task you perform before turning this page and starting 
the next series of questions. 
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MAJOR CASELOAD FUNCTIONS 


1. Receive and schedule 
referrals for enrollment. 


2. Enrollment of applicants. 


3. Assessment and identifi- 
cation of new enrollee’s 
employability status and 
needs. 


4. Conduct of WIN Orienta- 
tion and/or special employ- 
ability preparation sessions. 
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5. Dpvclofniwnt of formal 
or informal tmployaMUty 
plana. 
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7. Suparvision of anrollM’s 

attandanct and propaaa 
whila anroUad in WIN. 


8. Sacurlng job placamant of 
anrollaa at appropiiata tim«. 


9. Conduct of Dataminations. ^ 


10. Locktion of facilitias to pro- 
vida naadad education, train- 
ing, and job axpcrlanca 
componanta. 


11. Location and/or davelopment 
of Job opportunitiaa for cur- 
rant or futura enrolleea 
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'S by racofding in each persons column the number from the rating scale which best describes the part that person usually plays in making 
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MA.IOB CASELOAD 
DECISION AREAS 


5. Identification of education, 
training and work experi- 
ence components needed to 
enable the individual enroUee 
to attain his employment 
goals. 


6 . Identification of when 
modifications or revisions 
in enrollee employability 
plans are required. 


7. Identification of the specific 
modifi .-ations or revisions 
of employability plans 
requir^ for individual 
enrollee. 


8 . Identification of the nature ^ 
of foUow-up services required 
by the indtWdual enroUee. 


9. Identification of when it is 
appropriate to refer enrollee 
for termination. 
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Appendix D 



INTERVIEWER OUTLINE FOR THE TEAM LEADER 
OR SENIOR TEAM MEMBER INTERVIEW 



INTERVIEWER OUTLINE: Team Leader or Experienced Team Member Interview 

We are interested in getting a fuller description of the 'vay in which your team 
functions in providing services to the client during the various stages of the program, 
starting from time of a client’s referral and going through to the time he completes his 
employability plan. 

Part 1. Period extending from time of referral by Welfare, through enrollment, to the 
time the enrollee starts his initial assignment. 

FIRST CONTACT 

1. With whom does the client normally have his first face-to-face contact in 
this office? 

2. What is the objective or function performed during this contact? 

3. Is this the frrst contact for all clients? 

a. If not, what are the alternatives? 

b. What is the basis for deciding on one alternative versus another? 

4. What decisions are made on the basis of this contact? 

a. Who makes these decisions and how? 

b. What actions may be taken on the basis of this contact? 

5. Do the results of this contact determine selection of the client’s next 
contact? 

a. If so, what are the alternative “next contacts”? 

b. What is the basis for selecting one alternative versus another? 

SECOND CONTACT , THIRD CONTACT , ETC . 

Note: Repeat the above cycle of questions a« appropriate to trace in a 

sequential fashion, the contacts between the enrollee and the WIN Staff 
up until the time the enrollee starts his initial assignment (usually WIN 
drientation). For each contact determine: 

1 . Job position identity of WIN Staff making the contact; 

2. Purpose of the contact; 

3. Contact routine for all clients; or, nature and type of contact 
dependent upon clients individual circumstances or characteristics? 
(describe) 

4. Decisions made on basis of this contact - who makes them - how - 
these decisions lead to what courses of action? 

5. Is next contact always the same regardless of results of this contact? 
If not, describe alternatives and basis for selection. 
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Part II. Period extending from Enrollee’s start in Orientation to his start in his 
first education, work or job skill training component. 

1. What type of contact, if any, does your team have with the enrollee while he is 
assigned to the Orientation component? 

a. Which team member or members are normally involved in contacts with 
enrollees during the Orientation period? 

b. Are these contacts initiated by the team members or by the enrollee? 

c. What is the objective or function performed by these contacts? 

d. Are contacts of the above types normally carried out with all enrollees 
during this period or only in special cases? 

2. What types of decisions are made during this period regarding the enrollee’s 
future assignment plans? 

a. Who makes these decisions and how? 



b. How is the enrollee informed of his future assignment plans? 

Part III. Period extending from Enrollee’s start in first Education, Training or Work 
Experience component to his eventual job placement. 

1. What type of contiict does your Team have with the enrollee while he is 
assigned to education, training or work experience components?; 

While he is in holding status between components? 

a. Which team member or members are normally involved in contacts with 
the enrollee during his assignment to education, work or training 
components?; while he is in holding statas between components? 

b. Are these contacts initiated by team members or by the enrollee? 

c. What is the objective or function performed by these contacts? 

d. Are contacts of the above types normally carried out with all enrollees 
during this period or only when particular problems arise? 

2. What types of decisions are made during this period regarding the enrollees 
program participation, employment preparation and job placement? 

a. Who makes these decisions and how? 

b. How is the enrollee informed of these plans or decisions? 
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